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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1957 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Ellender (chairman), Johnston, Holland, Hum- 
phrey, Scott, Symington, Talmadge, Aiken, Young, Thye, Hicken- 
looper, and Williams. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please come to order. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHarrMAN. On the record. 

As you gentlemen may know, the last time the committee met it 
was decided to hold hear ings on the so-called poultry bills. We have 
before us three of them, S. 313, introduced by Senator Aiken for 
himself, Mr. Williams, and others; S. 645, introduced by Mr. Tal- 
madge for himself, Mr. Russell, and others; and S. 1128, introduced 
by Mr. Humphrey, for himself, Mr. Chavez, and others. 

Now, as most of you know, the committee reported to the Senate 
during the 84th Congress, 2d session, a bill similar to S. 313. In 
fact, S. 313 is identical to the bill as +e last year. There is 
very little difference between S. 645 and 3 

As I understand, the main difference lies in the bill introduced by 
Senator Humphrey, which is S. 1128. 

I was informed that we have quite a few gentlemen who desired to 
be heard this morning. Since our time is limited, and we held ex- 
haustive hearings on the proposal last session, it is my hope that we 
will have no repetition. Please listen to each other’s testimony and, 
if you will, many of you may place your statement in the record. 
Thus you would get on the record and I am sure that the committee 
would appreciate it. 

Since we had extensive hearings last year, the committee decided 
that 2 days of hearings might be sufficient and, with that in mind, I 
hope that if you come to testify, and if you testified during the last 
session, on the same issue, please confine your statement to whatever 
new matter you may desire to present. 

Now I asked our counsel to study all of the bills before us and to 
place in the record a comparison of the various bills and, without 
objection from the committee, I ask permission that this comparison 
be placed in the record at this point, and I also ask that the three bills 
now before us be placed in the record at this point. 
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(S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128, together with comparisons of those bills, 
are as follows:) 
[S. 318, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of 
Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Poultry 
Products Inspection Act.” 


LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Seo. 2. Wholesome poultry products are an important source of the Nation’s 
total supply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and 
substantial quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Un- 
wholesome and adulterated poultry products in the channels of interstate or 
foreign commerce are injurious to the public welfare, adversely affect the mar- 
keting of wholesome poultry products, result in sundry losses to producers, and 
destroy markets for wholesome poultry products. The marketing of wholesome 
poultry products is affected with the public interest and directly affects the 
welfare of the people. All poultry and poultry products which have or are 
required to have inspection under this Act are either in the current of interstate 
or foreign commerce or directly affect such commerce. That part that enters 
directly into the current of interstate or foreign commerce cannot be effectively 
inspected and regulated without also inspecting and regulating all poultry and 
poultry products processed or handled in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population may directly affect the movement of 
poultry and poultry products in interstate commerce. To protect interstate 
ecommerce in poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from 
being adversely burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or 
poultry products, the Secretary of Agriculture upon request of the appropriate 
authority is authorized after public hearing to ascertain from time to time and 
to designate cities or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or 
consumed in such volume as to affect the movement of inspected poultry or poul- 
try products in interstate commerce. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a 
designated city or area of poultry products which are unwholesome, adulterated, 
or otherwise unfit for human food. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 4. For purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any point in any State, 
Territory, or possession, or the District of Columbia, and ,any place outside 
thereof; or between points within the same State or the District of Columbia, 
but through any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, 
association, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated bird or 
commercially produced game bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have 
been removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary, any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any 
human food product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in 
combination with other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, clean, and otherwise fit 
for human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 
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(1) Unsound, injurious to health, or otherwise rendered unfit for human 
food. 


(2) Consisting in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed sub- 
stance. 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions where- 
by a poultry product may have become contaminated with filth or whereby a 
poultry product may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from diseased poultry or poultry which 
has died otherwise than by slaughter. 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products un- 
der one or more of the following circumstances: 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which 
may render them injurious to health; but, in case the substance is not an added 
substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regula- 
tions hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal 
law limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such 
poultry and poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added sub- 
stance exceeding the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adultera- 
tion. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or ab- 
stracted therefrom. 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make it 
appear better or of greater value than it is. 

(i) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
Jeane to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this 

ct. 

(j) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pur- 
suant to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the 
product was inspected. 

(k) The term “inspection service” means the official Government service with- 
in the Department of Agriculture having the responsibility for the inspection for 
wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, and for carrying out the pro- 
visions of this Act. 

(1) The term “container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, plas- 
tic, or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(m) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(n) The term “label” means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container or upon the individual consumer package, if any, of the 
poultry product, or accompanying such product. 


DESIGNATION 


Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized to ascertain from time to time the cities 
or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or consumed in such 
volume as to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement of inspected poultry 
products in commerce. Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the desig- 
nation of such a city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, 
he shall by order designate such city or area and prescribe the provisions of this 
Act which shall be applicable thereto and grant such exemptions therefrom as 
he determines practicable. Such designation shall not become effective until 
six months after the notice thereof is published in the Federal Register. On 
and after the effective date of such designation, all poultry and poultry products 
processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated city or area shall 
be subject to the provisions of this Act. 
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INSPECTION, REINSPECTION, AND QUARANTINE 


Sec. 6. (a) ANTE Mortem INSPpECTION.—For the purpose of preventing the 
entry into or flow or movement in commerce or in a designated city or area of 
poultry products which are unsound, unhealthful, unwholesome, adulterated, or 
otherwise unfit for human food, the Secretary in his discretion may cause to 
be made by inspectors pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by him such 
ante mortem examination, inspection, quarantine, segregation, and condemna- 
tion of poultry about to be slaughtered as he deems necessary. 

(b) Post Mortem EXAMINATION.—For the purposes hereinbefore set forth, 
the Secretary, under rules and regulations by him prescribed, shall whenever 
processing operations are being conducted cause to be made by inspectors, in 
each poultry processing establishment engaged in processing for commerce or 
for or in a designated city or area a post mortem examination and inspection of 
the carcass of each bird processed. Poultry products found to be sound, health- 
ful, wholesome, unadulterated, and fit for human food shall be labeled in 
accordance With the provisions of this Act. Poultry products and parts thereof 
thus inspected and found to be unfit for human consumption shall be condemned 
and shall, if no appeal be taken from such determination of condemnation, be 
destroyed for human food purposes under the supervision of an inspector. If 
an appeal be taken from such determination, the product shall be appropriately 
marked and segregated pending completion of an appeal inspection, whieh appea! 
shall be at the cost of the appellant if the Secretary determines that the appeal 
is frivolous. If the determination of condemnation is sustained the product 
shall be destroyed for human food purposes under the supervision of an 
inspector. 

(c) Rernspection.—Under rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, 
there shall be reinspection of carcasses and parts thereof at official establish 
ments as often as may be deemed necessary to insure fitness of poultry products 
for human consumption. The condemnation and destruction procedures pre- 
scribed hereunder shall be applicable if necessary, upon such reinspection, not- 
withstanding that such poultry products had been passed and certified in the 
previous inspection. 

(d) QUARANTINE AND SEGREGATION.—Under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, inspectors shall have authority to direct such quarantine or 
segregation of uninspected, suspect, or condemned live poultry or carcasses or 
parts thereof at official establishments as will prevent contamination of poultry 
and poultry products which may be certified as edible for human consumption. 


SANITATION, FACILITIES AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 7. (a) Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing 
poultry products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated city or 
area shall have such premises, facilities, and equipment, and be operated in 
accordance with such sanitary practices, as are required by regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary for the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or 
movement in commerce or in a designated city or area, of poultry products 
which are unwholesome, adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment 
whose premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet 
the requirements of this section. 


LABELING 


Sec. 8. (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated, shall 
at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly 
legible form, the official inspection mark, the name of the product, an accurate 
statement of the quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure or numer- 
ical count, the name and address of the processor and the approved plant number 
of the official establishment in which the contents were processed. Each indi- 
vidual consumer package, if any, of any poultry product inspected under the 
authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated shall at 
the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in addition to the 
official inspection mark, in distinctly legible form, the name of the product, a 
statement of ingredients if fabricated from two or more ingredients, the net 
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weight or other appropriate measure of the contents, the name and address of 
the processor and the approved plant number of the official establishnient ih 
which the contents were processed. The name and address of the distributor 
may be used in lieu of the name and address of the processor if the approved 
plant number is used to identify the official establishment in which the poultry 
product was prepared and packed. The Secretary may permit reasonable varia- 
tions and grant exemptions from the foregoing labeling requirements in any 
manner not in conflict with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(b) The use of any written, printed or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the provi- 
sions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading in any 
particular is prohibited. No poultry products inspected or required to be in- 
spected pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale 
by any person, firm, or corporation under any false or deceptive name; but 
established trade name or names which are usual to such preducts and which 
are not false and deceptive and which shall be approved by the Seeretary are 
permitted. If the Secretary has reason to believe that any label in use or 
prepared for use is false or misleading in any particular, he may direct that the 
use of the label be withheld unless it is modified in such manner as the Secretary 
may prescribe so that it will not be false or misleading. If the person using or 
proposing to use the label does not accept the determination of the Secretary, he 
may request a hearing, but the use of the label shall, if the Secretary so directs, 
be withheld pending hearing and final determination by the Secretary. Any 
such determination by the Secretary, shall be conclusive unless within thirty 
days after the receipt of notice of such final determination the person adversely 
affected thereby appeals to the United States court of appeals for the circuit 
in which he has his principal place of business or to the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The provisions of section 204 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, shall be applicable to 
appeals taken under this section. 


PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 9. The following acts or the Causing thereof are hereby prohibited. 

(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or delivery or 
receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated city or area, of any 
poultry products, unless such poultry product has been inspected for whole- 
someness and unless the shipping container and the individual consumer package, 
if any, are marked in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

(b) The sale or other disposition for human food of any poultry or peultry 
product, which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome or adulterated 
under this Act. 

(ec) Knowingly and falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, 
or counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, er other 
identification, or device for making such mark or identification, used in con- 
nection with the inspection of poultry or poultry products under this Act, or 
knowingly causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such 
alse making, issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or know- 
ingly possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of Agricuiture or 
his representative, uttering, publishing, or using as true, or causing to be 
uttered, published, or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered 
forged, simulated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, memorandum, 
mark, or other identification, or device for making such mark or identification, 
or knowingly representing that any poultry or poultry product has been officially 
inspected under the Authority of this Act when such poultry or poultry product 
has in fact not been so inspected. 

(d) Knowingly using in commerce, or in a designated city or area, a false or 
misleading label on any poultry product. 

(e) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for 
the poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered 
by said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(f) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative of the 
Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment engaged 
in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for marketing 
in a designated city or area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials. 
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(g) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as author- 
ized by section 11 of this Act. 

(h) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, 
or to the courts when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any 
information acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matter 
which as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 

(i) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offerjng for sale or trans- 
port any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or 
1n combination with other ingredients (other than poultry products as defined in 
this Act), in commerce or in a designated city or area, except that such poultry 
may be permitted to be transported between official establishments and to foreign 
countries pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

Src. 10. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall process any poultry or 
poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this Act. 


RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Sec. 11, For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, persons 
engaged in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving poultry 
slaughtered for human consumption or poultry products in commerce or in a 
designated city or area, or holding such products so received shall maintain rec- 
ords showing, to the extent that they are concerned therewith, the receipt, deliv- 
ery, sale, movement, or disposition of poultry and poultry products and shall, 
upon the request of a duly authorized representative of the Secretary, permit 
him at reasonable times to have access to and to copy all such records. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 12. The district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and restrain violations of this Act. The 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 13. Any person who knowingly violates the provisions of section 9, 10, 
11, or 18, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be 
subject to imprisonment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more than 
$5,000, or both such imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is committed 
after a conviction of such person under this section has become final such person 
shall be subject to imprisonment for not more than two years, or a fine of not 
more than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine: Provided, That no 
carrier shall be subject to the penalties of this Act, other than the penalties for 
violation of section 11, by reason of his receipt, carriage, holding, or delivery, in 
the usual course of business as a carrier, of slaughtered poultry or poultry 
products, owned by another person unless the carrier has knowledge, or is in 
possession of facts which would cause a reasonable person to believe that such 
slaughtered poultry or poultry products were not inspected or marked in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this Act or were not otherwise eligible for transpor- 
tation under this Act. When construing or enforcing the provisions of said 
sections, the act, omission, or failure of any person acting for or employed by 
any individual, partnership, corporation, or association within the scope of his 
employment or office shall in every case be deemed the act, omission, or failure 
of such individual, partnership, corporation, or association, as well as of such 
person. 

Sec. 14. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to any 
United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person against 
whom such proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice of the 
alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally or in writing with 
regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for the institution 
of injunction proceedings of minor violations of this Act whenever he believes 
that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with the Act 
obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 
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REGULATIONS 


elusive 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exc 
of, any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now 
or hereafter existing at law or in equity. 

Sec. 15. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are nec- 
essary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Seo. 16. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulations and under such condi- 
tions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may prescribe, to 
exempt from specific provisions of this Act— 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on their 
own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only: Provided, 
That such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling poultry prod- 
ucts other than those produced from poultry raised on their own farms; 

(2) retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to con- 
sumers in individual retail stores: Provided, That the only processing oper- 
ation performed by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products 
on the premises in which such sales to consumers are made; 

(b) The Secretary may by order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 17. Any person who sells, delivers, transports or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated city or area any poultry products which 
are exempt under section 16, knowing that such products are unwholesome or 
adulterated, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be 
subject to the penalties set forth in section 13. 


IMPORTS 


Sec. 18. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, of any kind 
shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, wholesome, fit 
for human food and not adulterated and contain no dye, chemical, preservative, 
or ingredient which renders them unhealthy, unwholesome, adulterated, or unfit 
for human food and unless they also comply with the rules and regulations made 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to assure that imported poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts comply with the standards provided for in this Act. All imported 
slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, shall after entry into the 
United States in compliance with such rules and regulations be deemed and 
treated as domestic slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, within the 
meaning and subject to the provisions of this Act and the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, and acts amendatory of, supplemental to, or in substitution for 
such acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the de- 
struction of all slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, offered for 
entry and refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered 
poultry, or parts or products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the 
time fixed therefor in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against any 
other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 19. (a) Poultry and poultry products shall be exempt from the provisions 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended, to the extent of the 
application or the extension thereto of the provisions of this Act. 
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(b) In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may cooperate 
with other branches of government and with State agencies and may conduct 
such examinations, investigations, and inspections as he determines practicable 
through any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for 
such purpose. 


COST OF INSPECTION 


Sec. 20. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States except the cost of ovrtime. The Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay inspectors employed in estab- 
lishments subject to the provisions of this Act for all overtime work performed 
at such establishments at such rates as he may determine and to accept from 
such establishments wherein such overtime work is performed reimbursement 
for any sums paid out by him for such overtime work, such reimbursement to be 
available without fiscal-year limitation to carry out the purposes of this section. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 21. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
hecesSary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 22. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and of 
the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall not 
be affected thereby. 

Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect upon enactment: Provided, That no person 
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act prior to July 1, 1958, unless such 
person applies for and receives inspection for poultry or poultry products in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and pursuant to regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary hereunder, in any establishment processing poultry or 
poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area. Any person who 
voluntarily applies for and receives such inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall be 
subject, on and after the date he commences to receive such inspection, to all 
of the provisions and penalties provided for in this Act with respect to all poultry 
or poultry products handled in the establishment for which said application for 
inspection is made. 


[S. 645, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of 
Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Poultry 
Products Inspection Act.” 

LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Sec. 2. Wholesome poultry products are an important source of the Nation’s 
total supply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and 
substantial quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Un- 
wholesome and adulterated poultry products in the channels of interstate or 
foreign commerce are injurious to the publice welfare, adversely affect the 
marketing of wholesome poultry products, result in sundry losses to producers, 
and destroy markets for wholesome poultry products. The marketing of whole- 
some poultry products is affected with the public interest and directly affects the 
welfare of the people. All poultry and poultry products which have or are re- 
quired to have inspection under this Act are either in the current of interstate or 
foreign commerce or directly affect such commerce. That part that enters di- 
rectly into the current of interstate or foreign commerce cannot be effectively 
inspected and regulated without also inspecting and regulating all poultry 
and poultry products processed or handled in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population may directly affect the movement 
of poultry and poultry products in interstate commerce. To protect interstate 
commerce in poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from 
being adversely burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or 
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poultry products, the Secretary of Agriculture upon request of the appropriate 
authority should hold public hearings to ascertain from time to time and to 
designate cities or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or 
consumed in such volume as to affect the movement of inspected poultry 
or poultry products in interstate commerce. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 
Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a 
designated major consuming area of poultry, products which are unwholesome, 
adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 4. For purposes of this Act except where the context indicates otherwise— 
(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any point in any State, 
Territory, or possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside 
thereof; or between points within the same State or the District of Columbia, 
but through any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, associa- 
tion, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have 
been removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary, any edible part of poultry, or unless exempted by the Secretary, any 
human food product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in com- 
bination with other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, clean, and otherwise fit 
for human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 

(1) Unsound, injurious to health, or otherwise rendered unfit for human food. 

(2) Consisting in whole or in part of an filthy, putrid, or decomposed sub- 
stance, 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions whereby 
a poultry product may have become contaminated with filth or whereby a 
poultry product may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from diseased poultry or poultry which has 
died otherwise than by slaughter. 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products un- 
der one or more of the following circumstances : 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which may 
render them injurious to health; but, in case the substance is not an added 
substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regula- 
tions hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal law 
limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such 
poultry and poultry products, but any quantity of such added substance exceed- 
ing the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulteration. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom. 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make it 
appear better or of greater value than it is. 

(i) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
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Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this 
Act. 

(j) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the product was 
inspected. 

(k) The term “inspection service” means the official Government service within 
the Department of Agriculture having the responsibility for the inspection for 
wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, and for carrying out the pro- 
visions of this Act. 

(1) The terms “container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, 
plastic, or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(m) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(n) The term “label” means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container or upon the individual consumer package, if any, of the 
poultry product, or accompanying such product. 


DESIGN ATION 


Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, upon application of any appropriate State 
or local official or of any appropriate poultry industry group to ascertain through 
public hearing whether the volume of poultry or poultry products marketed in 
a major consuming area is such as to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement 
of inspected poultry or poultry products in commerce. If the Secretary finds 
after such public hearing that the inspection of all poultry marketed in such 
major consuming area will effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall by order 
designate and define such major consuming area. Such designation shall not 
become effective until six months after notice thereof is published in the Federal 
Register. On and after the effective date of such designation, all poultry and 
poultry products processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated 
major consuming area shall be subject to the provisions of this Act, except that 
the Secretary may grant such exemptions therefrom as he determines practicable. 


INSPECTION, REINSPECTION, AND QUARANTINE 


Src. 6. (a) For the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement 
in commerce or in a designated major consuming area of any poultry product 
which is unwholesome or adulterated, the Secretary shall, whenever processing 
operations are being conducted, make such examination, inspection (ante 
mortem, post mortem, or both) as he determines necessary of poultry and poultry 
products in any official establishment processing such poultry or poultry products 
for commerce or in, or for marketing in a designated major consuming area. All 
carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to be unwholesome or 
adulterated shall be condemned and shall, if no appeal be taken from such 
determination of condemnation, be destroyed for human food purposes under 
the supervision of an inspector. If an appeal be taken from such determination, 
the product shall be appropriately marked and segregated pending completion 
of an appeal inspection, which appeal shall be at the cost of the appellant if the 
Secretary determines that the appeal is frivolous. If the determination of con- 
demnation is sustained, the product shall be destroyed for human food purposes 
under the supervision of an inspector. 

(b) Under rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, there shall be 
reinspection of carcasses and parts thereof at official establishments as often 
as may be deemed necessary to insure fitness of poultry products for human 
consumption. The condemnation and destruction procedures prescribed here- 
under shall be applicable if necessary, upon such reinspection, notwithstanding 
that such poultry products had been passed and certified in the previous in- 
spection. 

(ce) Under rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, inspectors shall 
have authority to direct such quarantine or segregation of uninspected, suspect, 
or condemned live poultry or carcasses or parts thereof at official establishments 
as will prevent contamination of poultry and poultry products which may be 
certified for human consumption. 
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SANITATION, FACILITIES, AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 7. (a) Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing 
poultry products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated major 
consuming area shall have such premises, facilities and equipment, and be 
operated in accordance with such sanitary practices, as are required by regu- 
lations promulgated by the Secretary for the purpose of preventing the entry 
into or flow or movement in commerce or in a designated major consuming area, 
of poultry products which are unwholesome, adulterated, or otherwise unfit 
for human food. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment 
whose premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet 
the requirements of this section. 


LABELING 


Sec. 8 (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated, shall 
at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly legi- 
ble form, the official inspection mark, the name of the product, an accurate 
statement of the quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure or numeri- 
cal count, the name and address of the processor and the approved plant number 
of the official establishment in which the contents were processed. Wach indi- 
vidual consumer package, if any, of any poultry product inspected under the 
authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated shall 
at the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in addition 
to the official inspection mark, in distinctly legible form, the name of the product, 
a statement of ingredients if fabricated from two or more ingredients, the net 
weight or other appropriate measure of the contents, the name and address of 
the processor and the approved plant number of the official establishment in 
which the contents were processed. The name and address of the distributor 
may be used in lieu of the name and address of the processor if the approved 
plant number is used to identify the official establishment in which the poultry 
product was prepared and packed. The Secretary may permit reasonable 
variations and grant exemptions from the foregoing labeling requirements in 
aly manner not in conflict with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(b) The use of any written, printed or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading in any 
particular is prohibited. No poultry products inspected or required to be in- 
spected pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale by 
any person, firm, or corporation under any false or deceptive name; but estab- 
lished trade name or names which are usual to such products and which are not 
false and deceptive and which shall be approved by the Secretary are permitted. 
If the Secretary has reason to believe that any label in use or prepared for use 
is false or misleading in any particular, he may direct that the use of the label be 
withheld unless it is modified in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe so 
that it will not be false or misleading. If the person using or proposing to use 
the label does not accept the determination of the Secretary, he may request a 
hearing, but the use of the label shall, if the Secretary so directs, be withheld 
pending hearing and final determination by the Secretary. Any such determina- 
tion by the Secretary shall be conclusive unless within thirty days after the 
receipt of notice of such final determination the person adversely affected thereby 
appeals to the United States court of appeals for the circuit in which he has his 
principal place of business or to the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. The provisions of section 204 of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, shall be applicable to appeals taken under 
this section. 

PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 9. The following acts or the causing thereof are hereby prohibited : 

(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or delivery or 
receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated major consuming 
area, of any poultry product, unless such poultry product has been inspected for 
wholesomeness and unless the shipping container and the individual consumer 
package, if any, are marked in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 
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(b) The sale or other disposition for human food of any poultry or poultry 
products, which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome or adulter- 
ated under this Act. 

(¢) Knowing and falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or 
counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or other 
identification, or device for making such mark or identification, used in connec- 
tion with the inspection of poultry or poultry products under this Act, or know- 
ingly causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such false 
making, issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or knowingly 
possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of Agriculture or his repre- 
sentative, uttering, publishing, or using as true, or causing to be uttered, pub- 
lished, or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered, forged, simu- 
lated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark or 
other identification, or device for making such mark or identification, or know- 
ingly representing that any poultry or poultry product has been officially in- 
spected under the authority of this Act when such poultry or poultry product has 
in fact not been so inspected. 

(d) Knowingly using in commerce, or in a designated major consuming area, 
a false or misleading label on any poultry product. 

(ec) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for 
the poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered 
by said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(f) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative of 
the Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment engaged 
in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for marketing in 
a designated major consuming area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials. 

(g) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as authorized 
by section 11 of this Act. 

(h) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, 
or to the courts when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any 
information acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matter 
which as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 

(i) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offering for sale or trans- 
port any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or 
in combination with other ingredients (other than poultry products as defined 
in this Act), in commerce or in a designated major consuming area, except that 
such poultry may be permitted to be transported between official establishments 
and the foreign countries pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

Sec. 10. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
or in or for marketing in a designated major consuming area shall process any 
poultry or poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this 
Act. 

RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Sec. 11. For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, persons 
engaged in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving poultry 
slaughtered for human consumption or poultry products in commerce or in a 
designated major consuming area, or holding such products so received shall 
not be required to maintain records for a period of more than two years, showing, 
to the extent that they are concerned therewith, the receipt, delivery, sale, 
movement, or disposition of poultry and poultry products and shall, upon the 
request of a duly authorized representative of the Secretary, permit him at 
reasonable times to have access to and to copy all such records. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 12. The district courts of the Uinted States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and restrain violations of this Act. The 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exclusive 
of, any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now 
or hereafter existing at law or in equity. 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 13. (a) Any person who knowingly violates the provisions of section 9, 
10, 11, or 18 shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof 
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be subject to imprisonment for not more than one year or a fine of not more 
than $5,000, or both such imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is com- 
mitted after a conviction of such person under this section has become final, such 
person shall be subject to imprisonment for not more than two years or a fine 
of not more than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 

(b) No earrier shall be subject to the penalties of this Act, other than the 
penalties for violation of section 11, by reason of his receipt, carriage, holding, 
or delivery, in the usual course of business as a carrier, of slaughtered poultry 
or poultry products owned by another person unless the carrier has knowledge 
or is in possession of facts which would cause a reasonable person to believe that 
such slaughtered poultry or poultry products were not inspected or marked in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act or were not otherwise eligible for 
transportation under this Act. 

(c) In construing or enforcing the provisions of sections 9, 10, 11, and 18, the 
act, omission, or failure of any person acting for or employed by any individual, 
partnership, corporation, or association within the scope of his employment or 
office shall in every case be deemed the act, omission, or failure of such individual, 
partnership, corporation, or association, as well as of such person. 

Sec. 14. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to any 
United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person against 
whom such proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice of the 
alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally or in writing with 
regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for the institu- 
tion of injunction proceedings of minor violations of this Act whenever he believes 
that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with the Act 
obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 15. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 16. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulation and under such condi- 
tions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may prescribe, 
to exempt from specific provisions of this Act——— 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on their 
own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only, if such 
poultry producers do not engage in the buying or selling of poultry products 
other than those produced from poultry raised on their own farms: 

(2) retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to con- 
sumers in individual retail stores, if the only processing operation performed 
by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products on the premises 
where such sales to consumers are made. 

(b) The Secretary may be order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 17. Any person who sells, delivers, transports or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated major consuming area any poultry 
products which are exempt under section 16, knowing that such products are 
unwholesome or adulterated, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on 
conviction thereof be subject to the penaities set forth in section 13 


IMPORTS 


Sec. 18. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts of products thereof, of any 
kind shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, whole- 
some, fit for human food and not adulterated and contain no dye, chemical, 
preservative, or ingredient which renders them unhealthy, unwholesome, adulter- 
ated, or unfit for human food and unless they also comply with the rules and 
reculations made by the Secretary of Agriculture to assure that imported poultry 
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or poultry products comply with the standards provided for in this Act. Alli 
imported slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, shall after entry 
into the United States in compliance with such rules and regulations be deemed 
and treated as domestic slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, within 
the meaning and subject to the provisions of this Act and the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and Aets amendatory of, supplemental to, or in sub- 
stitution for such Acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the de- 
struction of all slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, offered for 
entry and refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered 
poultry, or parts or products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the 
time fixed therefor in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against. 
any other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 19. (a) Poultry and poultry products shall be exempt from the provisions 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended, to the extent of the 
application or the extension thereto of the provisions of this Act. 

(b) In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may cooperate 
with other branches of government and with State agencies and may conduct 
such examinations, investigations and inspections as he determines practicable 
through any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for 
such purpose. 

COST OF INSPECTION 


Sec. 20. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States, except the cost of overtime work performed 
at the processor’s request. The Secretary is authorized in his discretion to pay 
inspectors employed in establishments subject to the provisions of this Act for 
all overtime work performed at such establishments at such rates as he may 
determine, and to accept from such establishments wherein such overtime work 
is performed reimbursement for any sums paid out by him for such overtime work, 
such reimbursement to be available without fiscal-year limitation to carry out 
the purposes of this section. 

APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 21. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 22. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
of the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall not 
be affected thereby. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect January 1, 1958, except that no person shall 
be subject to the provisions of this Act prior to July 1, 1958, unless such person 
applies for and receives inspection for poultry or poultry products in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act and pursuant to regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary hereunder, in any establishment processing poultry or poultry products 
in commerce or in a designated major consuming area. Any person who volun- 
tarily applies for and receives such inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall be 
subject, on and after the date he commences to receive such inspection, to all 
of the provisions and penalties provided for in this Act with respect to all poul- 
try or poultry products handled in the establishment for which said applica- 
tion for inspection is made. 
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[S. 1128, 85th Cong., 1st sess.) 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of 
Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
-of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Poultry 
Products Inspection Act’. 


LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Sec. 2. Wholesome poultry poducts are an important source of the Nation’s total 
supply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and substan- 
tial quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Unwholesome 
poultry products in the channels of interstate or foreign commerce are injurious 
to the public welfare, adversely affect the marketing of wholesome poultry prod- 
ucts, result in sundry losses to producers, and destroy markets for wholesome 
poultry products. The marketing of wholesome poultry products is affected with 
the public interest and directly affects the welfare of the people. All poultry and 
poultry products which have or are required to have inspection under this Act 
are either in the current of interstate or foreign commerce or directly affect 
such commerce. That part that enters directly into the current of interstate 
or foreign commerce cannot be effectively inspected and regulated without also 
inspecting and regulating all poultry and poultry products processed or handled 
in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population directly affects the movement of poultry 
and poultry porducts in interstate commerce. To protect interstate commerce in 
poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from being adversely 
burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or poultry products, the 
Secretary of Agriculture should hold public hearings to ascertain from time to 
time and to designate cities or areas where poultry or poultry products are 
handled or consumed in such volume as to affect the movement of inspected 
poultry or poultry products in interstate commerce. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a desig- 
nated city or area of poultry products which are unwholesome, adulterated, or 
otherwise unfit for human food. 

DESIGNATION 


Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to ascertain from time to time the cities or 
areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or consumed in such volume 
as to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement of inspected poultry products in 
commerce. Whenever, after public hearings, he finds that the designation of 
such a city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall by 
order designate such city or area: Provided, That the governing body of such 
a city or area has consented to such designation. Such designation shall not 
become effective until six months after the notice thereof is published in the 
Federal Register. On and after the effective date of such designation, all poultry 
and poultry products processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated 
city or area shall be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


INSPECTION 


Sec. 5. (a) For the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement 
in commerce or in a designated city or area of any poultry product which is 
unwholesome or adulterated, the Secretary shall, whenever processing opera- 
tions are being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante mortem inspec- 
tion in such manner as he determines necessary; post mortem inspection of the 
carcass of each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation and reinspec- 
tion as he determines necessary of poultry and poultry products in each official 
establishment processing such poultry or poultry products for commerce or in 
or for marketing in a designated city or area. All poultry, carcasses and parts 
thereof, and poultry products found to be unwholesome or adulterated shall be 
condemned and shall, if no appeal be taken from such determination of con- 
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demnation, be destroyed for human food purposes under the supervision of an 
inspector. If an appeal be taken from such determination, the product shall be 
appropriately marked and segregated pending completion of an appeal inspection, 
which appeal shall be at the cost of the appellant if the Secretary determines 
that the appeal is frivolous. If the determination of condemnation is sustained 
the product shall be destroyed for human food purposes under the supervision 
of an inspector. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment 
whose premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet 
the requirements of section 6 of this Act. 


SANITATION, FACILITIES, AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 6. Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing poultry 
products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall 
have such premises, facilities and equipment, and be operated in accordance with 
such sanitary practices, as are required and approved by the Secretary for the 
purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement in commerce or in a 
designated city or area, of poultry products which are unwholesome or 
adulterated. 

LABELING 


Sec. 7. (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome, shall at the time such 
product leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly legible form, the 
official inspection mark, the name of the product, an accurate statement of the 
quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure, or numerical count, and 
the name and address or an approved plant number of the official establishment 
in which the contents were processed. Each individual consumer package, if 
any, of any poultry product inspected under the authority of this Act and found 
to be wholesome shall bear, in addition to the official inspection mark, in dis- 
tinctly legible form, the name of the product, a statement of ingredients if 
fabricated from two or more ingredients, the net weight or other appropriate 
measure of the contents, and the name and address or approved plant number 
of the official establishment in which the contents were processed: Provided, 
That the name and address of the distributor may be used if the approved plant 
number is used to identify the official establishment in which the poultry product 
was prepared and packed. 

(b) The use of any written, printed, or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading in any 
particular is prohibited. No poultry products inspected or required to be in- 
spected pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale 
by any person, firm, or corporation under any false or deceptive name; but estab- 
lished trade name or names which are usual to such products and which are not 
false and deceptive and which shall be approved by the Secretary are permitted. 
If the Secretary has reason to believe that any label in use or prepared for use 
is false or misleading in any particular, he may direct that the use of the label 
be withheld unless it is modified in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe 
so that it will not be false or misleading. If the person using or proposing to use 
the label does not accept the determination of the Secretary, he may request a 
hearing, but the use of the label shall, if the Secretary so directs, be withheld 
pending hearing and final determination by the Secretary. Any such determina- 
tion by the Secretary shall be conclusive unless within thirty days after the 
receipt of notice of such final determination the person adversely affected thereby 
appeals to the United States court of appeals for the circuit in which he has 
his principal place of business or to the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. The provisions of section 204 of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, shall be applicable to appeals taken under 
this section. 

PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 8. The following acts or the causing thereof are hereby prohibited : 

(a) The processing, sale, or offering for sale, transportation or delivery or 
receiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated city or area of any 
poultry product, unless such poultry product has been inspected for wholesome- 
ness and unless the shipping container and the individual consumer package, 
if any, are marked in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 
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(b) The sale or other disposition for human food of any poultry or poultry 
product which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome or adulterated 
under this Act. 

(c) Falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating or counterfeiting 
any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or other identification, or 
device for making such mark or identification, used in connection with the in- 
spection of poultry or poultry products under this Act, or causing, procuring, 
aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such false making, issuing, altering, 
forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or possessing, without promptly notifying 
the Secretary of Agriculture or his representative, uttering, publishing. or using 
as true, or causing to be uttered, published, or used as true, any such falsely 
made or issued, altered, forged, simulated, or counterfeited official inspection 
certificate, memorandum, mark, or other identification, or device for making such 
mark or identification, or representing that any poultry or poultry product has 
been officially inspected under the authority of this Act when such poultry or 
poultry product has in fact not been so inspected. 

(d) Using in commerce, or in a designated city or area, a false or misleading 
label on any poultry product. 

(e) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for 
the poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered by 
said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(f) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative o* the 
Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment engaged 
in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for marketing 
in a designated city or area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials. 

(g) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as authorized 
by section 10 of this Act. 

(h) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, 
or to the courts when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any 
information acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matter 
which as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 

(i) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offering for sale or transport 
any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or in 
combination with other ingredients, other than poultry products as defined in 
this Act, in commerce or in a designated city or area, except that such poultry 
may be transported to foreign countries pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

Sec. 9. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
cr in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall process any poultry or 
poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this Act. 


RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Sec. 10. For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, persons engazed 
in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving poultry 
slaughtered for human consumption or poultry products in commerce or in a 
designated city or area, or holding such products so received, shail maintain 
records for a period of two years following each transaction showing, to the 
extent that they are concerned therewith, the receipt, delivery, sale, movement, 
or disposition of poultry and poultry products and shall, upon the request of a 
duly authorized representative of the Secretary, permit him at reasonable times 
to have access to and to copy all such records. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 11. The district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and restrain violations of, this Act. The 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exclusive of, 
any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now or 
hereafter existing at law or in equity. 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 12. Any person who violates the provisions of section 8, 9, 10, or 17, shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject to imprison- 
ment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more than $5,000, or both such 
imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is committed after a conviction of 
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such person under this section has become final such person shall be subject to 
imprisonment for not more than two years, or a fine of not more than $10,000, 
or both such imprisonment and fine. When construing or enforcing the pro- 
visions of said sections, the act, omission, or failure of any person acting for 
or employed by any individual, partnership, corporation, or association within 
the scope of his employment or office shall in every case be deemed the act, 
omission, or failure of such individual, partnership, corporation, or association, 
as well as of such person. 

Sec. 13. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to any 
United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person 
against whom such proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice 
of the alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally or in writing 
with regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for 
the institution of injunction proceedings violations of this Act whenever he 
believes that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with 
the Act obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 14. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulation and under such condi- 
tions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may prescribe, to 
exempt from specific provisions of this Act— 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on their 
own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only: Provided, 
That such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling poultry 
products other than those produced from poultry raised on their own farms; 

(2) retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to con- 
sumers in individual retail stores: Provided, That the only processing opera- 
tion performed by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products 
on the premises in which such sales to consumers are made. 

(b) The Secretary may by order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 16. Any person who sells, delivers, transports, or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated city or area any poultry products 
which are exempt under section 15, and which are unwholesome and adulterated 
and are intended for human consumption, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and 
shall on conviction thereof be subject to the penalties set forth in section 12. 


IMPORTS 


Sec. 17. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, of any kind 
shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, wholesome, 
and fit for human food and contain no dye, chemical, preservative, or ingredient 
which renders them unhealthful, unwholesome, or unfit for human food and 
unless they also comply with the rules and regulations made by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. All imported slaughtered poultry, or parts or products 
thereof, shall after entry into the United States in compliance with such rules 
and regulations be deemed and treated as domestic slaughtered poultry, or parts 
or products thereof, within the meaning and subject to the provisions of this 
Act and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and Acts amendatory of, 
supplemental to, or in substitution for such Acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the de- 
struction of all slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, offered for 
entry and refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered 
poultry, or parts or products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the 
time fixed therefor in such rules and regulations. 
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(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against 
any other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 18. (a) Poultry and poultry products shall be exempt from the provisions 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended, to the extent of the 
application or the extension thereto of the provisions of this Act. 

(b) In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may cooperate 
with other branches of Government and with State agencies. 


COST OF INSPECTION 


Seo. 19. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States except the cost of overtime. The Secretary 
of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay employees employed in es- 
tablishments subject to the provisions of this Act for all overtime work per- 
formed at such establishments at such rates as he may determine and to accept 
from such establishments wherein such overtime work is performed reimburse- 
ment for any sums paid out by him for such overtime work. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 20. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 21. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
of the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall 
not be affected thereby. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 22. For purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any State, Territory, or 
possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside thereof; or 
between points within the same State or the District of Columbia, but through 
any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, asso- 
ciation, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated or com- 
mercially produced game bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have been 
removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Secre- 
tary, any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any 
human food product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in 
combination with other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, wholesome, and otherwise 
fit for human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 

(1) Unsound, injurious to health, or otherwise rendered unfit for human food. 

(2) Consisting in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed 
substance. 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions whereby 
a poultry carcass or parts therefor any poultry product may have become con- 
taminated with filth or whereby a poultry product may have been rendered 
injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from diseased poultry or from poultry which 
has died otherwise than by slaughter. 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonour or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances: 
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(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which may 
render them injurious to health; but, in case the substance is not an added sub- 
stanee, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regu- 
lations hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal 
law limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such 
poultry and poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added sub- 
stance exceeding the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulteration. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

(i) The term “inspector’? means any employee of the Federal Government 
authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts under the authority of this Act. 

(j) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the product 
Was inspected. 

(k) The term “inspection service” means the official Government service within 
the Agricultural Research Service, Department of Agriculture, having the re- 
sponsibility for the inspection for wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, 
and for carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

(1) The terms “‘container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, plastic, 
or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(m) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(n) The term “label” means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container or upon the individual consumer package, if any, of the 
poultry product, or accompanying such product. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect upon enactment: Provided, That no person 
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act prior to July 1, 1958, unless such 
person applies for and receives inspection for poultry or poultry products in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and pursuant to regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary hereunder, in any establishment processing poultry or 
poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area. Any person who 
voluntarily applies for and receives such inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall 
be subject, on and after the date he commences to receive such inspection, to all 
of the provisions and penalties provided for in this Act with respect to all poultry 
or poultry products handled in the establishment for which said application for 
inspection is made. 


STAFF COMPARISON OF §, 313, S. 645, AND S. 1128 


S$. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128 each provide for (1) compulsory inspection of 
poultry and poultry products, (2) maintenance of sanitary facilities and prac- 
tices, and (3) correct and informative labeling. S. 313 is identical to S. 4243 
as reported by the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in the 84th 
Congress and is explained in the committee report on that bill (Rept. No. 2622). 

S. 645 and S. 1128 differ from S. 313 in substance as shown by the following 
chart: 
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The CHatrman. Now, we have this morning, as I stated, quite a 
few witnesses, and our time is limited. I understand our majority 
leader, Senator Johnson, as well as Senator Knowland, has given 
notice that there may be objection this afternoon to holding hearings. 
You know, under the rules, a committee can’t sit and hold hearings 
while the Senate is in session. In the past, it has been easy to get 
unanimous consent, to get permission for a committee to sit in the 
afternoon while the Senate is in session, but this time it may be 
difficult for us to obtain that permission. 

So, bearing that in mind, I hope you gentlemen will make your testi- 
mony as short as possible, and let us try to get through with the 
presentations as early as possible. 

Now, the first witness this morning is Mr. Sterling A. White. Is 
he present ? 

Mr. Wurre. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. White, will you step forward and have a seat 
here, sir. 


STATEMENT OF STERLING A. WHITE, PRESIDENT, DELMARVA 
POULTRY INDUSTRY, INC., GEORGETOWN, DEL. ALSO REPRE- 
SENTING THE EASTERN SHORE POULTRY GROWERS EXCHANGE, 
THE DELAWARE STATE POULTRY COMMISSION, THE MARYLAND 
STATE POULTRY COUNCIL, THE TRI-COUNTY POULTRY ASSOCIA- 
TION, THE DELAWARE POULTRY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
AND THE EASTERN SHORE GRAIN & FEED DEALERS ASSOCIATION 


The Cuatrman. Will you identify yourself for the record? 

Mr. Wuire. I am Sterling A. White, president of Delmarva Poul- 
try Industry, Ine. 

The Cuarrman. Did you testify here last year? 

Mr. Wurre. Yes, I did, Senator. 

The CHarrman. Does your statement include anything new or 
different from what you testified last year? 

Mr. Wurrr. It is related to our testimony last year. It supports 
compulsory inspection, and it supports bill S. 313. 

The Cuarrman. Your entire statement will be placed in the record 
Mr. White, and I wonder if you would be good enough to highlight 
it, if you desire to do it that way. 

Mr. Wuite. Well, if it will save the time of the committee, rather 
than reading it I will 

The CHarrman. Proceed the way you desire, but you heard my 
statement a while ago. We are very anxious to get the matter before 
the Senate as soon as possible and, since we had hearings just last year, 
those hearings will also be considered. 

Mr. Wuirte. Can’t we just insert the statement in the record then, 
Senator, as it is? 

The Cuarrman. Well, that is what I am suggesting. 

Mr. Wuirte. That would be entirely satisfactory with our group. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. White is as follows :) 





STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY STERLING A. WHITE, GEORGETOWN, DEL. 


I am Sterling A. White, president of the Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc., 
Georgetown, Del. The organization which I represent is joined by the follow- 
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ing other organizations in the preparation of this statement: They are the 
Jastern Shore Poultry Growers Exchange, the Delaware State Poultry Com- 
mission, the Maryland State Poultry Council, the Delaware Poultry Improve- 
iment Association, the Eastern Shore Grain & Feed Dealers Association, and the 
Tri-County Poultry Association. Each of these organizations is represented 
here today and the representatives will state their views in person if the com- 
mittee requests. May I emphasize, this statement represents the broiler pro- 
duction and marketing area popularly known as the Delmarva Peninsula, con- 
sisting of the State of Delaware, 9 counties in Maryland and 2 counties in Vir- 
ginia, located on the Eastern Shore. 

The combined membership of these organizations represents more than 75 
percent of the poultry producers on the Delmarva Peninsula ; also these organiza- 
tions represent the various feed dealers and manufacturers, poultry processors, 
hatcheries, allied poultry industries, and business organizations whose very 
existence is dependent upon the welfare of the poultry industry. 

On a national basis, poultry is the third most important farm commodity 
accounting for roughly 11 percent of the total farm income. 

May I say a few words about the Delmarva poultry industry. Delmarva is 
usually recognized as being the birthplace of the commercial broiler industry. 
In a short period of some twenty years, broilers have become the life blood of the 
agricultural economy and the bellwether of the entire Delmarva area. Broilers 
account for 50 percent of the agricultural income of Delaware and almost 70 
percent of the farm income of Sussex County, Del. 

In Maryland broilers account for slightly over 20 percent of the total farm in- 
come in the State, but in the Eastern Shore counties about half of the farm 
ineome is from broiler production. 

In 1956 total broiler production for the Delmarva Peninsula was approximately 
550 million pounds, returning growers approximately $110 million in terms of 
gross income. To us on Delmarva, poultry is important and we are always in- 
terested in those conditions which will assure the public a wholesome product 
at a reasonable cost and at the same time serve the interests of this important 
industry. 

The phenomenal growth of the broiler industry in Delmarva and in other pro- 
duction areas is a result of several factors: 

1. The production and marketing of a product which enjoys remarkable 
consumer acceptance. 

2. The tremendous advancement in efficiencies of all phases of the broiler 
industry. The public has been the benefactor of this efficiency by receiving 
an improved quality poultry product at reasonable prices. 

3. The determination on the part of the industry to solve its own prob- 
lems without the aid of government programs involving such things as 
quotas, production controls, and subsidies. 

We are in agreement with the objective of the Senate bills under consideration, 
which provides for compulsory Federal inspection of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts. Such legislation, we believe, would be desirable and beneficial to all. 
Consumers would have the added assurance of a wholesome product. Poultry 
producers and those engaged in processing and marketing would benefit from 
increased consumer confidence and acceptance of the inspected product. Also, 
such a program would put poultry on equal terms with red meats, which have 
enjoyed the benefits of compulsory Federal inspection for many years. 

We believe bill S. 313 very definitely provides the best framework for develop- 
ing a compulsory Federal inspection program for poultry and poultry products. 
We recommend and urge its enactment. : 

During the past two decades the voluntary inspection program, operated 
under the supervision of the United States Department of Agriculture, has 
received wide acceptance on Delmarva. We feel this program has been largely 
responsible for raising to high levels the processing and marketing standards 
now practiced on Delmarva. It seems logical the experience and know-how 
already acquired by the United States Department of Agriculture under this 
voluntary program will implement the administration of a compulsory program. 

Some means of regulating intrastate movement of poultry is needed. Senate 
pill S. 313 provides for this by giving the Secretary of Agriculture in coopera- 
tion with local health authorities the authority to establish such a program 
in designated areas thereby coordinating all poultry inspection. 

It seems only fair to point out that no other phase of poultry and livestock 
industries has made greater increases in efficiency during the last 25 years than 
has the broiler-fryer business. During 1930 only 20 pounds of chicken meat 
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could be realized from each 100 pounds of feed. Today an equal amount of feed 
will produce 40 pounds of chicken meat, an increase of 100 percent. 

Such progress in the poultry industry has resulted in reasonable consumer 
prices giving the housewife a decided advantage as she selects broilers and 
fryers for her family menu. She is selecting chicken often. During the past 
quarter of a century, broiler growing has increased from less than a million 
birds a year to more than a billion. During the same period all chicken meat 
consumption increased from about 10 pounds per person to about 29 pounds. Such 
a record as that just reviewed has been no accident. This progress could have 
been made only through fair dealing with consumers, giving them a whole- 
some economic meat buy as they have continued to purchase poultry at a 
rapidly increasing rate. 

In closing let me say again, we favor compulsory inspection of poultry and 
poultry products. We believe the inspection program should be one that pro- 
vides safeguards to the consuming public without adding unnecessarily to the 
cost of marketing and distribution. In our opinion Senate bill 8S. 313 provides 
the framework for establishing a workable compulsory Federal inspection 
program. We hope this committee will give it favorable consideration. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Agricultural Committee, 
for the opportunity to present this statement. 

Senator Hotianp. Off the record, may I make a suggestion ? 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

The Cuairman. What organizations do you represent ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. The organization which I represent is joined by the 
following other organizations in the preparation of this statement. 
They are the Eastern Shore Poultry Growers Exchange, the Dela- 
ware State Poultry Commission, the Maryland State Poultry Coun- 
cil, the Delaware Poultry Improvement Association, the Tri-County 
Poultry Association. 

I am inserting one here that was omitted from the text when this 
was cut, the Eastern Shore Grain and Feed Dealers Association. 

Mach of these associations is represented here today, and the rep- 
resentatives will state their views in person, if the committee so 
requests. 

Thank you. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, wouldn’t it be helpful if this wit- 
ness, or one of the others, would state the differences between the 
three bills and why they support the one? The other witnesses could 
say they support his position or disagree in certain points. 

The Crairman. Are you in a position to tell the committee what 
the difference is between the three bills we are now considering? 

Mr. Wurre. In our understanding of S. 313, Senator, as compared 
to S. 645, there seems to be very little difference in the two bills. It 
is our understanding that S. 645 gives the Secretary of Agriculture 
certain latitudes and discretion with regard to the enforcement of 
a tion, which is not objectionable to our group, as we understand 
it. Neither do we object to the differences in the timetable or the 
effective date of the legislation, as we understand it, compared to 
S. 645. 

In relation to 8. 1128, our objections specifically fall under four 
Cé er 1es 

- 1128, as we understand it, specifies that the ARS will be the 
agency to control or supervise the inspection. It is our understand- 
ing, too, that S. 1128 requires mandatory ante mortem and post mortem 
inspection. It is our understanding, too, that S. 1128 does not permit 
the movement of New York dressed poultry between official plants. 

And it is our understanding, too, that S. 1128 limits the use of 
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Federal employees only. It does not provide for any lower Govern- 
ment employees in handling the inspections. 

Those are our principal objections to S. 1128, and why we favored 
the other bill. 

Senator Youne. That last difference you cited—the so-called Aiken 
bill—does permit lower echelon Government officials to do the inspec- 
tions under certain conditions? 

Mr. Wurre. I did not mean to imply that. I said, or tried to say, 
that S. 1128 does not permit lower Government employees. 

Senator Youne. That is what I meant. I think that would have 
considerable effect in our State where we have some smaller operators. 
At times you do have to have other than Federal inspectors who are 
approved by the Federal department handling—— 

Mr. Wurre. It is our thinking that should be left to the discretion 
of the Secretary. 

Senator Youne. Yes. I think that is a very desirable feature of 
this bill. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? If not—— 

Senator Hotzianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 
Mr. White, you have recited the names of the various groups which 
support the position which you have taken here. Have they taken 
action, each of them or any of them, in membership meetings, or in 
what way have they acted? 

Mr. Wurire. Our understanding is, Senator, that each of these or- 
ganizations through their officers or upon authority from the mem- 
bership of the organization authorized them to concur in this state- 
ment which they help to prepare. 

Senator Hoxuanp. Is there substantial unanimity in the Delmarva 
area among the members of the organizations whom you have 
mentioned ? 

Mr. Wurrt. So far as we know, there is; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. You have not had strong minority opposition to 
the proposal that you support? 

: = Wuirr. I personally have heard none and none have been set 
orth. 

Senator Hotianp. Just one more question. Are you prepared to 
place in the record the number of members of each of these organiza- 
tions om it will show the size of the endorsement which you 

ak? 

Mr. Wurre. I do not have that figure handy. I can tell you for our 
organization, Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc., it is represented in 
membership of about 150 individuals. It represents all of the various 
segments of the poultry industry on the Eastern Shore—the hatch- 
erles, processing plants, seed dealers and manufacturers, the growers 
themselves, and the entire indust:y including allied organizations. 

Senator Hotzanp. Mr. Chairman, I will be satisfied on this point 
if this witness will see that there is inserted in the record before it 
is closed the information which I have requested. 

The Caarrman. Will you give that information as to the other 
associations that you speak for? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. I will be glad to. 

(The total membership of the organizations referred to above is 
4618.) 
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The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

Senator WiiuiaMs. Mr. Chairman, supplementing what Senator 
Holland said there, I have had contact with every one of these or- 
ganizations and have been advised that they are in complete agree- 
ment in support of this 313 as he has stated. The industry is com- 
pletely united, and it has not been called to my attention that there 
is any objection whatsoever to it. They all want a mandatory 
inspection bill. 

The CuarrmMan. Any further questions? If not 

Senator Arken. I have just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

The other day I had a call from a representative of the slaughterers’ 
union—I forget the exact name of it—in which he said that they are 
opposed to the wording of section 13 of 313 where it says: 

“Any person who knowingly violates the provisions of 9, 10, 11, 
or 18, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor”, etc. 

He objected to the use of the word “knowingly” and said that it not 
in the meat inspection act. Have you taken any position on that or 
do you have some idea as to why the word “knowingly” should be 
put in here? He claimed that it would be very difficult to enforce. 

Mr. Wuirte. I have no knowledge why that word was inserted in 
that bill or what the effect of it would be. 

Senator Arken. I see. That is one of the principal objections, I re- 
call, that he raised to this particular bill. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Chairman, can the witness give me any 
other commodity that is to be used for human consumption, either for 
food purposes or medical purposes or any other human internal con- 
sumption, where the violation of health regulations must be done 
knowingly before it is subject to penalty ? 

Mr. Wuirte. No, sir; I cannot. 

Senator Humpnurey. I don’t think anybody else can. Why should 
the word “knowingly” be there, then ? 

Senator Arken. | expect that the witness for the union will prob- 
ably give a reason tomorrow, but I simply wondered if you had given 
the matter any consideration. 

Mr. Wuirte. No, sir. 

Senator Witu1aMs. Mr. Chairman, I might shed a little light in this 
connection. If I am not badly mistaken, the original bill which was 
introduced by Senator Aiken and some of the rest of us last year did 
not carry the word “knowingly.” 

Senator Humeurey. Correct. 

Senator Witii1ams. And when the subcommittee wrote the bill, 
when Senator Clements was chairman, somewhere down the line the 
suggestion of the word “knowingly” was made, and it was adopted 
in the subcommittee. It was not a part of the original bill as endorsed 
by these gentlemen, and the reason it is in this bill is that S. 313 is an 
exact reproduction of the bill as reported by the committee. 

If I recall correctly it was suggested that perhaps a man in the office 
could be prosecuted criminally without knowing of something that 
had happened in the plant. Maytie it could be established that he 
knew nothing about the fact that the poultry was not being properly 
inspected, and it was a safeguard of the rights of an individual who 
was trying to do the right thing. 
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We could go back and check those subcommittee records last year 
to see whether that is correct as to the historical background and the 
committee itself could make the distinction as to whether it was a 
modifying argument, and whether or not we should include it. I 
don’t recall that the word “knowingly” was put in upon the suggestion 
of anyone connected with the industry necessarily. 

Sehetek Humpurey. I know my amendment to strike out “know- 
ingly” was objected to by some representatives of industry and that 
is why I want the record quite clear. I offered two amendments last 
year at the time we were considering this bill to strike out the word 
“knowingly” and make it comply with other statutes with which I am 
very familiar, such as the food and drug statutes and other statutes 
relating to inspection of commodities or medicinals or foods for in- 
ternal consumption, and removal of the word “knowingly” was ob- 
jected to. I mean it was insisted upon rather than the general 
language which has been used. 

Senator Wiu1aMs. If I recall correctly, there were other instances 
and other laws that included such a provision. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, | think we have had an adequate 
explanation for the record now. While there might have been some 
segment of the industry that desired the word “knowingly” in there, 
it did not represent the position of the industry as a whole. That is 
as I recall it. 

The Cuatrrman. Any further questions ? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, Mr.Chairman. I want to ask the witness 
some questions in reference to the differences in these three bills that 
are before us. According to the staff analyses made of these bills, 
we find that the areas designated for regulation as affecting interstate 
commerce are practically “the same in all three bills as follows the 
scope of the coverage. SS. 1128 has a factor in it for States rights and 
local rights which the other bills do not have. Consent of the gov- 
erning body of the city or area is required in 8, 1128 before any 
Federal initiation can take place. 

In S. 645 initiation must be by application of appropriate State or 
local officials or any appropriate poultry industry group. 

The S. 1128 bill is by affirmative action of an official body. You 
agree that is desirable, I am sure. 

Mr. Wurre. Yes. 

Senator Humpenurey. On limitations on applicability of the act in 
designated areas, the Secretary in all three bills shall prescribe the 
applicable provisions of the act and he may make such exemptions as 
he deems practicable. In all three bills that same authority is per- 
missible. Is that your understanding? 

Mr. Wurrr. That is my understanding, yes. 

Senator Hotzanp. Mr. Chairman, I notice that—this is off the 
record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Humpurey. Now, the extent of ante mortem inspection— 
the reason I bring this up is "because I have had a blood bath of tele- 
grams that I sharply resent, and I want the record to so indicate, 
because I think industry spokesmen have tried to misinterpret S. 1128 
and I intend to grill every one of you while you are here so we get 
the record clear. 
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On the extent to which ante mortem inspections are required, how 
much do you think S. 1128 requires as to ante mortem inspection ? 

Mr. Wurre. How much do | think 

Senator Humpnrey. How strict do you think the ante mortem in- 
spection is in S. 1128? 

Mr. Wurre. It is my interpretation that it is required. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it not the language of the bill that the Secre- 
tary shall cause it to be made in such manner that he deems necessary ? 

Mr. Wurre. That may be the wording. 

Senator Humpurey. That is the wording. Let’s take a look and 
see. Would you interpret that language, that the Secretary requires 
that every bird be subject to ante mortem 

Mr. Wuire. If that is the way it is worded. At his discretion, 
would be my understanding. 

Senator Hottanp. The question is whether or not you think the act 
as written requires it. 

Senator Wituiams. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield for a sug- 
gestion ¢ 

Senator Humenrey. I will yield for an inquiry. 

Senator WixiiaMs.. Does not S. 1128 say the Secretary shall cause 
to be, whereas the other bill says he may ? 

Senator Humpurey. That is right. He shall cause but on his 
own 

Senator Wiii1aMs. But the “shall” is mandatory. 

Senator Humrurey. That is right. It is required. 

The CuarrMan. It is required in S. 645 as well as S. 1128 according 
to this. 

Senator Humrpurey. That is right. What I am trying to get at is 
that there has been an intentional misinterpretation, Mr. Chairman, 
which is obvious by the exact wording of about 500 telegrams which 
I have received. 1 might believe in mental telepathy but I don’t be- 
lieve everybody is a sender and a receiver. The telegrams I received 
had such a pointed similarity that it is almost as if everybody had 
learned the ABC’s simultaneously. The indication in those telegrams 
is that there is compulsory ante mortem inspection for each and every 
bird. And I want to have any industry spokesman point out to me 
where they get that intent, because in the statement at the time of the 
introduction of the bill by the author of the bill it was so indicated 
that that was not the intent, although expressing my view that ante 
morten inspection of some form was necessary eed of the very 
compelling evidence introduced by public-health authorities as to the 
importance of ante mortem inspection. 

You may have only to check 1 out of every shipment, 1 out of every 
flock, 1 out of every 500 birds, 1 out of every thousand, to provide some 
ante mortem inspection—that is up to the Secretary. I want the in- 
dustry spokesmen to know here that I wasn’t born yesterday and I 
don’t intend to have misinterpretation of proposed legislation be 
broadcast all over the country. 

The Cuatrman. Well, Senator Humphrey, since the word “shall” 
is used, wouldn’t it be possible for the Secretary to have inspection 
of every one of them if he desires? 

Senator Humpnurey. Yes, and under the word “may” it. would be 
possible, too. I mean if you have a Secretary who wants to be obvi- 
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ously inconsiderate, stubborn, doctrinaire, dictatorial, “may” is every 
bit as effective as “shall.” 

Senator Wrui1aMs. Do you have objection to the word “may”? 

Senator Humpnrey. No particular objection, Senator. I just didn’t 
care for the kind of summary treatment which was accorded certain 
provisions, and since I am a member of this committee I intend to 
find out how it all happened. 

Now, the next question is in reference to a time and place of ante 
mortem inspection. In S. 313, according to the staff analysis, it is 
left to the Secretary; is that your understanding ? 

Mr. Wurre. It is left to the Secretary? That is my understanding; 

es, sir. 
z Senator Humpnrey. And in S. 645, wherever processing operations 
are being conducted in an official establishment, that is when the ante 
mortem inspection takes place. 

Mr. Wurre. In 645? 

Senator Humpnurey. That is right. And in S. 1128 it is the same. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Wurrte. Correct. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, post mortem inspection of each carcass 
in S. 313—is that your understanding ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnurey. And §S. 645, it is at the Secretary’s discretion. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. Would the Senator yield for a question of the 
chairman ? 

Mr. Chairman, do we have from the Department of Agriculture 
the Department’s recommendation on these bills and their analysis 
of these bills? 

The Cuarrman. Yes; I have put that in the record. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes; but you see, unfortunately where it was put 
in the record we have no knowledge of it and it would seem to me 
that we may find it necessary to call the Department of Agriculture 
before us as a committee and have the solicitors make an interpreta- 
tion. I am not a lawyer and I could question any one of these wit- 
nesses on the basis of my own interpretation, but I would not be in 
a position to interrogate them on a legal status as an attorney would 
have to do it if he were to be charged with the responsibility of mak- 
ing an interpretation of the intent of the law. 

The Cuatrman. Well, may I state to the Senator from Minnesota 
that the Department has sent us the preliminary draft of their inter- 
pretation of the three bills and it will be available tomorrow at our 
next sitting, to answer your questions. 

Senator Tuyr. Then you will have the solicitor’s interpretation so 
that we will not have to determine. If I were interrogated by my col- 
league, I could not tell him with any certainty what the intent of this 
law as it might apply to the producer or the shipper or as to how the 
solicitors of the Department might construe the language. So I 
would want the Department to give me the legal digest. _ 

The Cuatrman. Senator, I suggested to our own counsel that he 
make an analysis of the three bills and that is the analysis that the 
Senator, your colleague, is now reading from. 

Senator Humrurey. Right. 
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The Cuarrman. And, as I said, the analysis would be completed by 
the Department tomorrow and it will be here to answer questions as 
we deem necessary. 

Senator Ture. Because, if I may further trespass upon my col- 
league’s time, I could foresee that if each of the industry’s witnesses 
were to be interrogated as to what their interpretation of the act 
was, we would require more than what we anticipate the hearing 
schedule now to be; see? 

The Cuatrman. Well, unfortunately the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota himself wasn’t here when we first started these hear- 
ings. I made the statement, Senator, that we have had exhaustive 
hearings on bills last year and that was the reason why we decided 
to curtail them to 2 days. 

Senator Humpurey. I am all for that, Mr. Chairman, but I want 
the record to be perfectly clear. There has been gross misinterpreta- 
tion, intentional misinterpretation, of a bill introduced by myself, and 
I intend to find out who is responsible. And I will stand upon that 
as my privilege as a United States Senator, because I introduced a 
bill responsibly for responsible purposes. I am not entirely adverse, 
may I say, to Senator Aiken’s bill. I think some qualities of the bill 
are epealoua I introduced a bill in which there are 2 or 3 modifica- 
tions of existing proposals before us, and all at once it becomes as if it 
is a major crime to do so, and I intend to find out from industry who 
is responsible for this. So, the witnesses better be prepared to answer 
the questions. 

The Cuarrman. Then we may be here for a couple of weeks. Go on. 

Senator Humpnrey. They will save time if they will just come on 
up and say who started this misinterpretation. I am interested in 
poultry producers, very much so, but I don’t intend to have processors 
come on in and distort the record and line up producers behind them 
who are unaware of what the details of the bills are. 

I know what these bills are, and when the counselor comes in from 
the Department of Agriculture, I intend to interrogate him as to his 
interpretation of the law. I have a lawyer, too, and he will be here 
with me. 

I want to ask this witness one general question. 

What do you find objectionable to S. 1128? 

Mr. Wuire. Senator, I think I stated earlier when the question was 
asked, our impression of the differences in the three bills. 

Senator Humpnurey. Yes, sir: 

Mr. Wuire. And in reference to S. 1128 I specified that the thinking 
in our area objected to S. 1128 for these following reasons: That it 
specifically designates ARS 

Senator Humpnrey. Agricultural Research Service. 

Mr. Wuirr. As the inspecting agency, which I 

Senator Humpurey. May I ask a question there? 

Isn’t the Agricultural Research Service the inspecting agency for 
red meats ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. And isn’t the Agricultural Marketing Service 
the grading agency for red meats ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Humrnrey. So it is nothing unusual, is it, if you would 
have the inspection in the Agricultural Research Service and grading 
in Agricultural Marketing Service? I am not saying it is necessary. 
Don’t misunderstand me. I have talked: privately to some of the 
gentlemen here as witnesses. I don’t think this is a matter of utmost 
importance but under the reorganization of the Department of Agri- 
culture, they divided the inspection services into one bureau and the 
marketing service into another bureau, including grading. It works 
upon beef cattle and pork. 

Mr. Waite. So far as I know. It is our thinking that the designa- 
tion of the specific agency within the Department of Agriculture 
should be at the discretion of the Secretary rather than written into 
legislation. 

Senator Humpurey. Iam not adversetothat. Itis allright. That 
is number one you disagree with. 

Mr. Wrure. These are the statements I made. We have already 
discussed one, the mandatory ante mortem and post mortem inspection. 

Senator Humpnrey. You would agree that the language where the 
Secretary may impose ante mortem, gives him the right to impose it? 

Mr. Wurrr. I agree that there can be a difference in interpretation. 

Senator Humpnrey. The degree of imposition would be up to the 
Secretary. It does not say in the bill ante mortem on each bird, does 
it? The S. 1128 does not say ante mortem on each bird, does it ? 

Mr. Wnirt. No, sir. 

Senator Humreurey. It did not say on each flock. 

Mr. Wuire. No, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. It says, he shall impose an ante mortem in- 
spection system at the discretion of the Secretary as to its degree. 

Senator Hottanp. No. Astoitsmanner. 

Senator Humrnrry. As to its manner, yes. 

Senator Arken. I would think that that wording would possibly 
be subject to interpretation by the Solicitor’s Office as to what con- 
stitutes competent ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Humrnrey. Well, may I just use an example? 

Senator Arken. I can conceive of some instances where there might 
be isolated flocks for which it would be rather difficult to provide ante 
mortem inspection, and I think there might be some interpretation 
needed on that. 

Senator Humrnrry. Fine. TI agree, Senator. 

Senator Arcen. If the word “shall” is used as to what constitutes 
adequate ante inortem inspection, and I am not prepared to say right 
now what it would be—in one case it might be just a general survey 
of the flock or a couple of thousand birds, or something like that. 
In another case it might require a more detailed inspection, and on 
that I think the Secretary should have full discretion. 

Senator Humpurey. Under other types of preuse inspection, such 
as in serums, viruses, each bottle is not necessarily inspected. You may 
inspect a number of batches. Even in the instance of Salk polio vac- 
cine, one of the arguments that was held was whether or not each 
batch should be inspected, or whether you would have a certain amount 
- er out of so many, let us say, out of 500,000 C. C.’s or 200,000 

.C’s. 
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It just happens that I am a little bit interested in this kind of work, 
and I think I know a little something about what you call preliminary 
inspection. I think there has been a determined effort made to make 
S. 1128 appear as if each bird was subject to ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Ture. Senator, would you yield at that point. e must 
bear in mind that these poultry shipments may be assembled by just 
a crate from this producer and “atelbhy a hundred from that producer 
or an entire flock of early laying hens from another producer. It 
comes into a produce office, and then it goes on from there to the 
slaughter line. 

Therefore, the question is that you might have a cull or a crate of 
culls out of one flock and you might have an entire flock from the 
other producer. 

Therefore, you have a question as to when and how you determine on 
what birds you are going to hold the post slaughter inspection, you see. 
That is what I think we must bear in mind. 

Now, when a truckload of animals is dropped off into a slaughter 
yard, or into a pen, to be sold to the slaughterer, observation of the 
animal is possible either by standing at the fence or standing at the 
scales. But when you jam 30 birds into a little crate, you have to 
take those birds out of that crate because those birds are not herded 
into a pen like you would a slaughtering yard of either pork, or beef 
or sheep. When this bird is released from the crate, it is gone unless 
vou have some special device such as an enclosed pen in which to look 
at them. The language in this post mortem inspection has to be very 
carefully studied to make sure we don’t impose upon the Department 
or impose upon the man that buys for the processor to slaughter 
what is impossible in its administration. 

Senator HoLttanp. You mean ante mortem. 

Senator Tuyen. I said post mortem, or postslaughter; that is what 
I said. 

Senator Humpurey. There is no argument on post mortem. I 
think we agree on the post mortem. 

The Cuarrman. He gives a second objection. 

Senator Humpnrey. The ante mortem provisions are what I want 
the record to be clear on. I think the chairman has made it abund- 
antly clear that we will need the Solicitor’s point of view on this, 
but there was no intent on the part of the author of S. 1128 to have 
‘ach bird in an ante mortem inspection, any more than you inspect 
every diastase tablet that you take for indigestion. 

Even though it is a drug, you don’t inspect each pill. You inspect 
one out of a million. 

The CHatrmMan. May I state to my good friend from Minnesota, 
Senator Humphrey, before the committee acts on the bill, I presume 
we will be compelled to have more sessions and at these sessions it is 
my purpose to invite the counsel, the Solicitor of the Department of 
Agriculture, as well as our own here, so that we will know what we 
are doing when we come to a vote. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Chairman, I just ask for the final ob- 
jections. 

Senator Hotianp. May I make one suggestion? It seems to me 
there really is no substantial difference, because the junior Senator 
from Minnesota has suggested that he thinks “may” would deserve 
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as good useas “shall,” and also he used the word “degree” rather than 
“manner,” and just the use of a different word or two here would 
put the two suggestions entirely together. 

. Senator Humeurey. My point is when I sense an industry—not an 
industry, but at least some of its representatives—deliberately stirring 
up a hornet’s nest out of obvious misinterpretation, not as a Senator, 
but as a citizen, I intend to look into it. Believe me, I can be stubborn. 

The Cuairman. That is not the first time it has happened. I get 
bushels of telegrams. 

Senator Humpurey. It may not be the first time, but maybe I am 
a little different in this. I find that when something gets out of 
hand, the time to meet it is early. 

What is the next objection ? 

Mr. Wurre. The third one I mentioned in my previous comment 
was that S. 1128, as we understand it, does not permit movement of 
the New York dressed poultry between these official plants. 

Senator Humrurey. I would like to look into that. I recognize 
the concern you have about it. One of the gentlemen spoke to me 
yesterday about it. I want to look into that. 

Next ? 

Mr. Wurte. The last one we mentioned was this one, that under 
S. 1128, we can use only Federal employees, only Federal employees 
can be used. 

Senator Humrurey. That is correct, and the bill we had last year 
provided that you could deputize, so to speak, or hire local employees, 
State employees, rather than a network of Federal employees. 

All right. Those are provisions which I am sure there will be no 
difficulty in reconciling here in the committee, and they are not any- 
thing of major proportions. 

The Cuatrman. Senator, I don’t believe that any of these bills are 
far apart and that is why I was so anxious, as chairman of this com- 
mittee, to get over these hearings so that we could then get together, 
and resolve the differences. 

Senator Humpnurey. Senator, nobody is more anxious than I am. 

I have been writing letters for 5 days, answering telegrams. 

The CHarrman. We had hearings on this subject matter for quite 
a few weeks during the 84th Congress, as the Senator knows. 

Senator Humpurey. Right. I was here. 

The CHairmMan. We will have a lot of repetition, I am sure, and 
Mr. White, if there are no further questions—— 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, may I say that I think some of 
this misunderstanding goes back to the original bills introduced last 
rear. 

i Senator Humpurey. Right. 

Senator A1rxen. And protests are being made by people that do not 
realize that the bills have been changed, one going one way and the 
other the other, so that they are much closer together now than they 
were a year ago. 

But sometimes the controversy continues a year behind the cause. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t have any doubt that we will be able to get 
together on a bill that will be satisfactory to this committee. 

Senator Humpurey. No doubt in my mind. The committee seems 
anxious to do so. 
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Senator Wiis. \I think a part of this arises from the fact that 
the testimony last year for mandatory ante mortem inspection by 
the—- 

Senator Humpnrey. By the Food and Drug Administration, too. 

Senator Wiriu1aMs. Right. I think a lot of this objection arises 
from fear of what might be done. 

Senator Humpurey. You are a very sweet fellow. 

Senator Wiu14aMs. Nevertheless, the industry was very much con- 
cerned last year, and very much excited this year over the mandatory 
ante mortem inspection. I think there is an area here upon which we 
may agree when we get into executive session. The bill must protect 
the consumer, and at the same time be one with which industry can 
work. 

Senator ArkEeN. May I say I don’t think we are far apart at all. 
It ought to be possible to get together on a bill when we get into 
executive session. 

Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the witness 
now has the data on membership about whcih I asked him. 

The Cuatrman. Let it be placed in the record at the point where 
it first was mentioned. 

Mr. Wuire. Total membership of the organization for which these 
statements were made is 4,618. 

The Cuarmman. All right. 

Any further questions? If not, Mr. White, we are indebted to you, 
sir. 
Mr. Wurre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. The next is Mr. Klahold. Is he present? 

Mr. Kianorp, Present, sir. 

The Crairman. Did you testify last year ? 

Mr. Kianorp. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Have you anything new that you would like to add 
to what has been stated ¢ 

Mr. Kianorp, I think if I could just read the first three paragraphs 
of my statement and insert the balance in the record. 

The CuatrrmMan. That will be all right. Permission will be 
granted. 

Mr. Kianor. I believe it will answer some of your questions. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD P. KLAHOLD, PRESIDENT, NORTHEASTERN 
POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, PRESTON, MD. 


Mr. Kianoip. My name is Harold P. Klahold. I am president of 
the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council with headquarters at 10 
Rutgers Place, Trenton 8, New Jersey. My own business is the pro- 
duction of broilers and general farming at Preston, Md., on the Del- 
Mar-Va Peninsula. We normally have approximately 200,000 birds 
growing at any one time, mostly on our own 3 farms, with some 
contracted. The farms produce chiefly corn, soybeans, and barley in 
addition to broilers. We do not hatch our own chicks, nor process 
the finished birds, but do have a small feed mill. 

The council of which I am the current president, known as 
NEPPCO, has been instrumental in furthering the interests and 
representing the opinions of the 40,000 poultrymen and allied indus- 
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trymen of the 14 northeastern States, from Maine to and including 
Ohio, West Virginia, and Virginia. 

I wish to state first and forcibly that this council and its member- 
ship have been and are firmly on record as in favor of mandatory 
Federal inspection of poultry in interstate commerce. Such a pro- 
gram, we believe, would be beneficial to all segments of the people 
of our country. It would assure confidence in the wholesomeness of 
the product to all, and producers and the industry would benefit from 
the added acceptability of its products by the consuming public. 

We believe that legislation to accomplish this end should be enacted 
immediately and that the provisions of S. 313 substantially include 
the points that this council of poultry producers desire; which are: 

(The balance of Mr. Klahold’s statement is as follows:) 


1. An adequate inspection service under the direction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, spelling out the service details only in such terms that there is 
sufficient flexibility that the service can be readily adapted to the various oper- 
ations now extant or which may be developed in the future within the industry 
and for the application of research results on control of health influencing 
factors. 

2. Adequate recognition of the rights of the small-business man and producer 
should be included. In the Northeast there are many producers and small 
processing plants who do an adequate job of sanitation who must not be forced 
out of business by cumbersome rules and costs that would be economical only 
to a large operation. Provisions to adequately service this group must be made. 

3. The size, complexity and problems of the industry are such that the service 
should be operated as a distinct part of the Department of Agriculture and not 
linked, subordinatedly to the similar service now offered for red meats. 

4. Since this service is for the protection of the consumer and producer as 
well as the industry, it should be at public expense. 

5. Provision for recognition and participation of State authorities in rendering 
this service should be made so that a complete and uniform program can be 
rendered throughout the country. 

This industry has experienced the trials and frustrations of having its govern- 
mental relations tied administratively to the coattails of another. It has only 
been in the recent memeory of many here that the poultry division of the United 
States Department of Agriculture has been separated from the dairy division. 
We have no criticism of the dairy group, but there have been many times when 
it was apparent that our industry problems were subordinated. It is this experi- 
ence that strengthens the opposition of industry to a move to once again create 
a subordinated poultry program such as would be the case if this program were 
to be directed by legislation under the Agriculture Research Service. 

The poultry industry is one of few that has battled its way to importance and 
to keep itself as free as possible from controls and subsidy. It is the third most 
important producer of agricultural income, totaling an annual $3% billion. 
It is the most widespread agricultural enterprise. It deserves to be allowed to 
stand on its own feet, Government administrationwise as well as industrywise. 

Further, we heartily agree with the expressed opinion of the committee which 
considered this legislation at the last session of Congress that the Secretary of 
Agriculture be allowed administrative flexibility with respect to designating the 
particular agency within the Department which will be responsible for the 
operation of the poultry-inspection service. Such flexibility is prerequisite to 
the maintenance of a continuous and exemplary program. 

S. 1128 in our opinion would not provide good sound administrative pro- 
cedures and is contrary to the reorganization plan approved by Congress wherein 
the powers and authorities of the Department of Agriculture were vested in the 
Secretary. 

Most of the criticisms that have been directed at the present voluntary poultry 
inspection service of the Department of Agriculture are directly due to the fact 
that it is voluntary, permissive, and at processor expense. The Department can 
only encourage industry to use the service. Processors do move into and away 
from the service at will. In spite of this, the service has grown and the regu- 
lations provide a service that assures the public of a wholesome product as well 
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as any provided by any State or local government er the United States Public 
Health Service recommendations. a 


The Northeastern Poultry Producers Council strongly recommends the adop- 


tion of the provisions of 8. 313 which is a duplicate of the bill as approved by 
this committee last year. 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, may I express my personal 
gratitude for this opportunity to give you the considered views of our council. 

The Cuarrman. How many people do you represent ? 

Mr. Kianoxp. Forty thousand. 

The CuarmmMan. Forty thousand ? 

Mr. Kuanorp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Any questions? 

Senator Hotianp. Producers? 

Mr. Kianorp. Poultry producers. You must be a poultry producer 
to be a member of our organization. 

The Cuarrman. How many States do you cover ? 

Mr. Kuanoxp. Fourteen States, as far west as Ohio, as south as 
Virginia and West Virginia, and including all the Northeastern 
States. 

Senator Humpurey. Just one question. Do you think an effective 
inspection program would be of help to you producers in gaining 
greater public acceptance of a wholesome product ? 

Mr. Kuanorp. Very definitely, sir. I believe a lot of the criticism 
of the poultry industry which has gained a lot of publicity in various 
magazines is due to the fact that we do not have this inspection service. 

enator Humpnrey. You are supporting such inspection service? 

Mr .Kxanorp. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. May I ask, do you have any strong feelings as 
to who ought to do the inspecting ? 


Mr. Ktanoxp. Yes, sir; we do. If I could just read one paragraph 
in my testimony 


Senator Humpurey. With the number of people you represent, I 
would like to get your view on that. 
Mr. Kxanonp (reading) : 





This industy has experienced the trial and frustrations of having its govern- 
mental relations tied administratively to the coattails of another. It has only 
been in the recent memory of many here that the Poultry Division of the United 
States Department of Agriculture has been separated from the Dairy Division. 
We have no criticism of the dairy group, but there have been many times when 
it was apparent that our industry problems were subordinated. It is this 
experience that strengthens the opposition of industry to a move to once again 
create a subordinated poultry program such as would be the case if this program 
were to be directed by legislation under the Agricultural Research Service. 


Senator Humpnurey. Even if you had a separate poultry-inspection 
service under the Agricultural Research ¢ 

Mr. Kianoxp. I am afraid we would soon be subordinated to the 
red-meat service. 

Senator Humpnrey. You feel that if it was under Agricultural 
Marketing that you would get a better deal; is that right? 

Mr. Kianoxrp. I would rather stay with the wording of S. 313, 
leaving it to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Humpnrey. What if the Secretary, then, since he was re- 
sponsible for establishing the Agricultural Research Service—he really 
is the one that presented the reorganization plan down here—decided 
that he wanted to put this under the Meat Inspection Service? What I 
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am trying to get at is if you feel as strongly as you do, and you are a 
producer, and you represent a lot of people, I think maybe we ought 
to spell it out in this act where it belongs. 

Mr. Kuanoip. To answer your first uestion, the Secretary, of 
course—if the bill was to be passed giving him the power, he would be 
in the driver’s seat, so to speak, and we would have to live with it. 

Senator Humrurey. Under §. 313 or 645. 

Mr. Kuanorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. S. 1128 requires it under the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. 

Mr. Kuanorp. That is the reason we object to it. 

Senator Humpurey. Even if you had a separate section, separate 
division ? 

Mr. Kuianorp. I do not see how we could gain the independence 
that the industry needs by putting it under that service. 

Senator Humrurey. You think if it got over under Marketing, 
under the same situation, that you would get much more independence ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Kuanoxp. I feel that is right. 

Senator Arken. Individuality might be a word to use here. 

Senator Humpnrey. One other thing. How do you fee! about ante 
mortem inspection / 

Mr. Kiauorip. We might just as well be frank. 

Senator Humeurey. That is what I want you to be, my friend 

The Cuatrman. That is what we expect, Mr. Klahold. 

Mr. Kianoip. We would prefer, irregardless of the feelings ex- 
pressed here earlier concerning the interpretations of “may” and 
“shall,” we still feel that 313 is more lenient than the other two bills in 
regard to ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Humrurey. It is. Do you prefer that? 

Mr. Kuauoip. We prefer the wording of 313. Now it is just a mat- 
ter of words. Itis no serious point. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to indicate to you my reason for the 
interest in some form of compulstory ante mortem inspection. The 
best thing that can happen to the poultry industry is to have a product 
that is like Caesar’s wife, above suspicion. 

The main articles that appeared in magazines, such as some of us 
received, complained about no ante mortem inspection, Here is the 
Club Woman, a copy of a magazine here. The article in that magazine 
that I refer to surely did not help the industry very much. 

Mr. Kianotp. This points up the necessity for getting this inspec- 
tion bill as quickly as possible and getting this service in operation. 

Senator Humrurey. Correct. Lagree, and I think everybody agrees 
on 2 post mortem inspection. I don’t think there is any doubt about 
that. 

Mr. Kranorp. Correct. 

Senator Humpnrey. The issue is over ante mortem inspection. 
Public Health officers have testified and have written letters and will 
continue to write letters and articles that will get into journals and 
public print about these problems. Maybe it is exaggerated but people 
read shout it. It hurts the industry. Don’t you think that some 


form of ante mortem inspection, some manner of ante mortem inspec- 
tion or some degree of it, however these words may be interpreted, 
would be helpful? 
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Mr. Kuanowp. Very definitely. I think the 313 bill here satisfies 
that requirement. 

Senator Humeurey. Where it says “may.” 

Mr. Kuanorp. That is correct, sir. We don’t feel that the “may” 
is quite as strong as “shall.” 

Senator Humenrey. That is correct. 

Mr. Kianorp. And the “shall,” of course, appears in S. 645 and S. 
1128. The language there is—it might be just a matter of degree. 
We don’t feel that ante mortem at this particular paragraph in any one 
of these three bills—we are not going to drag our feet on any one of 
them. 

Senator Humrurey. That is good enough for me. 

Senator Arken. I was going to ask, do you feel there might be in- 
stances where compulsory ante mortem inspection could work a hard- 
ship on an innocent producer or handler? That is what I want to 
be sure of. I don’t think we should let that word interfere with 
getting a bill out promptly. 

Senator HumpuHrey. We won’t. I just think there has been an 
attempt to exaggerate what is meant by ante mortem inspection. I 
do feel that ante mortem inspection is very important, as you say. 
Let’s be frank. The public relations of the industry are involved. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, at this point 

The CHamMan. Just a moment. The witness wants to say some- 
thing. 

Mr. Kianorp. The matter was brought up. That is the reason I 
want to elaborate on it. This matter of working a hardship on the 
small producer. I want to emphasize, in the northeast we have very 
many dressing plants. A lot of them are farm operated and any bill 
which Congress should write should certainly maintain safeguards that 
would not force these small people out of business. Now, I don’t 
think that we want to do that. 

Senator Humrnrey. Well, my bill would not even apply to the home- 
operator type of dressing plants. 

Mr. Kianorp. Well, our smaller dressing plants are interstate com- 
merce. There is a lot of difference, you know, between a plant that 
dresses, say, 4,000 chickens a day cae one that is turning out 50,000 
a day. 

Senator Arxen. I happen to come from an area that produces a 
lot of hatching eggs, Vermont and New Hampshire. It is quite a 
good-sized business up there, and, of course, the flocks have to be clean 
or they couldn’t sell hatchine eggs. I can conceive of some area of 
a considerable number of small producers, say, running from 500 to 
5,000 laying birds, where they might be selling them and it would 
not be so necessary to make a thorough ante mortem inspection as it 
would be in some area where there had been an outbreak or suspected 
outbreak of some disease. That is the only reason for giving more 
leeway. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, first we must define what is contem- 
lated as an ante mortem inspection. That, I think, is necessary for 
oth the trade, the producer group, and those of us that are sitting 

on this committee. 

What is contemplated in the ante mortem inspection? Is it going to 
be handling of the individual bird or is it just going to be an observa- 
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tion of a thousand birds? I think we had better get it into the record 
what the trade expects if the ante mortem provision is to stand and 
we knew it to be a part of the regulation of the inspection. 

_The Cuarrman. As I understand it in all bills, Senator, the only 
difference is the word “shall” and the other “may.” 

Senator Tuys. That is right, and I think we had better 

The Cuarrman. They are all at the discretion of the Secretary. 

Senator Tuyr. I think we had better get the thought established 
here as to what is meant by ante mortem inspection. 

The Cuarrman. What would you expect under that provision, Mr. 
Klahold ? 

Mr. Kxianorp. Ante mortem inspection—we have discussed this at 
great length. If the Secretary should receive a bill passed by Con- 
gress which would actually give him a directive to inspect each and 
every bird as it came down the line before it was killed, in the live 
state, I don’t know what it is going to do to a dressing plant, but I 
have a sneaking suspicion it is going to slow that line down terrifically. 

Senator Humrurey. Of course. 

Mr. Kianortp. Then you come to the next natural step which is a 
group inspection of batteries of birds before we are going into the 
plant, for instance, which might be satisfactory. But just how much 
good is an ante mortem ? 

Senator Toye. That is the point I wanted to get into the record. <A 
bird, a flock can show a symptom of disease and you may take out one 
or two that already show the symptom and you may dispose of the 
entire flock. Only until such time as that bird is drawn are you 
going to commence to determine what is physically wrong with that 
thousand or that two thousand or five thousand birds. 

Now, I am not a veterinarian, but I am quite certain that that must 
be considered before we start writing a regulation that imposes an 
ante mortem inspection to any degree. 

Mr. Kianorp. To point up that same thing, in our flocks if we are 
suspicious, if we are losing a few birds that we have a disease there, 
before we can properly treat those birds, it is necessary to cut those 
birds open and perform an autopsy. 

Senator Humrnrey. Correct. 

Mr. Kuanorp. Essentially isn’t that what you are talking about here, 
that in order to get proper inspection of poultry we are going to have 
to look at those birds after they have been killed ? 

Senator Humpurey. Well, if a run into certain symptoms in an 
ante mortem inspection, obviously you pull a certain number of birds 
to expose them or, as you say, to perform an autopsy on them. 

The only purpose Senator Aiken’s bill provides for, and I know 
my bill does in this sense, the Secretary in some instances may need 
to impose a very careful ante mortem inspection because he may run 
into a trade area or producing area where there is a disease beginning 
to develop and, therefore, you may want to have a much more careful 
ante mortem inspection. Otherwise you may want to do it by group, 
co-op, or large numbers that go by, and then you just pull a certain 
number of birds for routine inspection. 

I think that the need of leaving it in. the hands of the Secretary 
to determine through the advance and counsel of those who are exper- 
enced in this field is very important. © 
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Now, whether the word “may” or “shall” shall be there we can 
argue, but to give the Secretary the right to do it ought to be provided, 
I think, as protection of the producer. Once these diseases start go- 
ing through a flock, it is pretty important to know about it. If you 
make a little ante mortem inspection you can find out what is develop- 
ing. 

Mr, Kranorp. We will buy that. 

Senator Humrurey. I don’t think there is too much argument about 
it when you get right down it. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? Thank you very much, 
sir. 

Mr. Kianorp. Thank you, sir. 


The CuHatrman, Next, Mr. Wollney. Will you step forward 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK G. WOLLNEY, FIELD SERVICE DIRECTOR, 
INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES, CHICAGO, ILL. 


The Cuairman. Will you give us your name in full and identify 
yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Wouttney. Yes, sir. May I have Mr. Pringle appear with me, 
please ? 

The CuHarmman. Surely. Both of you identify yourselves for the 
record. 

Mr. Wo.tney. Yes, sir. I am Frank G. Wollney, field service 
director of the Institute of American Poultry Industries. Mr. Victor 
Pringle is assistant general manager of the Rockingham Poultry 
Marketing Co-op, Inc., Broadway, Va. 

Mr. Pringle’s organization operates 6 poultry processing plants, 
serving over 8,000 farmer edit and marketing 65 to 70 million 
pounds of the product. 

The Cuatrman. Now, did you testify here last year? 

Mr. Wotiney. Yes, sir. 

I would like to submit our testimony for the record. However, I 
think in conserving time that I would like to read just a portion of it 
and I think it might answer some of the questions. 

The Cuatrman. The entire statement will be put in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES, CHICAGO, ILL. 


I am Frank G. Wollney, field service director of the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries, Chicago, Ill. The Institute of American Poultry Industries 
is a nonprofit organization which was chartered by the State of Illinois nearly 
32 years ago. Its membership includes processors and distributors of poultry 
products. In addition, producers, breeders, hatcherymen, and other allied inter- 
ests hold membership in the institute. More than 90 percent of our processor 
members are small-business men. Many of them are family operations which 
have developed through the years and grown up with the industry. 

Several years ago, the institute established a study committee on mandatory 
inspection for wholesomeness. This study committee unanimously recommended 
to the institute’s board of directors that we take a position in favor of mandatory 
inspection for wholesomeness. The directors adopted this recommendation unan- 
imously, it was then referred to the entire membership, and at that time more 
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than 95 percent of the votes from members supported the directors’ recommenda- 
tion. That resolution read as follows: 

“The Institute of American Poultry Industries continues to encourage and 
support one of its chief, original objectives; namely, the utilization of every 
sound means to give the consumer a better produce and the producer a better 
market. In furtherance of this longstanding objective of the institute, its board 
of directors and its membership favor the development and adoption of sound 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness programs for all poultry and poultry 
products, provided such programs are paid for from Federal and State funds.” 

This action in itself demonstrates the poultry industry’s keen interest in 
assuring that only wholesome poultry reach the market in the interest of both 
the consumer and the producer. Compulsory poultry inspection is in the public 
interest. This committee is performing a great public service in conducting these 
hearings and framing this important legislation for the benefit of the entire 
public—the consumer, the worker, and the entire poultry industry. The institute 
commends the fine work of this committee and expresses the hope that a sound 
poultry inspection bill will be enacted into law during this present session of 
Congress. 

The work programs of the institute and its members in support of wholesome, 
high-quality products go back many, many years. In the early days the institute 
played a prominent part in helping the industry convert from the shipping of 
live poultry across the country to distant markets to the New York dressing type 
of operation. This advance brought to the consumer higher quality poultry. 
At that time, we still had a long way to go. Later, through still greater tech- 
nological advances, the poultry industry moved from the New York dressed era 
to the fully eviscerated, ready-to-cook, modern type of operation, until today 
about 90 percent of our total output is fully eviscerated before it reaches the 
retail store, restaurant, or other institutional user. Much of this progress was 
made under the difficult conditions existing during the 4 years of World War II, 
with its serious shortages in manpower and equipment. 

During the 10 postwar years, the poultry processors of this Nation, on a 
voluntary basis, have invested an estimated half-billion dollars in modernizing 
and improving their plant facilities and operations. 

The past year the poultry industry spent more than $244 million for a voluntary 
Federal poultry jnspection program, a program administered by the 
Poultry Division of AMS under the direction and control of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. In fact, this industry has probably spent more than any other food 
industry in giving the consumer a wholesome product and one in which she can 
have complete confidence. 

The Instiute is fortunate to have seen the inception of the USDA voluntary 
inspection program some 28 years ago. We consider this voluntary program a 
major reason for the present high consumer acceptance of processed poultry 
products. The voluntary program is now used by some 315 plants. We feel 
that this voluntary program is a normal precursor to the compulsory inspection 
which this committee is now considering. 

As our industry changed from New York dressed operations to ready-to-cook 
procedures, poultry processors of necessity have assumed a major responsibility 
and task that formerly was undertaken in the consumer’s kitchen. The Institute 
has vigorously promoted sound sanitation in the processing plant and today’s 
modern operation is kitchen clean, with modern equipment—tile walls, cement 
floors, adequate drainage, ventilation, lighting, and cleaning and other sanitizing 
procedures to maintain kitchen-clean facilities. 

These improvement in processing techniques, along with tremendous strides 
made by growers, feed manufacturers, breeders, and the refrigeration industry, 
have been instrumental virtually doubling the per capita consumption of poultry 
during the past 18 years. The high consumer acceptance of this increased output 
of poultry products certainly indicates that the public has been getting a fine 
product—and not, as some claim, one of questionable wholesomeness. 

From an era of a “farmyard or sideline operation” the poultry industry has 
moved into perhaps the fastest growing major food enterprise in the Nation. 
Poultry products now reflect the third largest agricultural income in the country. 
Three of the 10 fastest growing food items in the American market basket today 
eome from the poultry industry; in fact, frozen and canned poultry products 
have become the second fastest growing food items in the United States. Sales 
of poultry products at the retail counter are valued at more than $6 billion a 
year. Out of every consumer’s food dollar, 10 to 11 cents are spent for poultry 
products. 
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In addition to improvement work in production, procurement, and processing 
the Institute devotes a great deal of time and money to research connected with 
poultry product improvement at all levels. Our Institute Research Council is 
composed of more than 50 of the Nation’s leading poultry scientists, including 
personnel from universities and land-grant colleges and the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture as well as outstanding industry technologists. For the 
last 4 years, the Institute has held regional sanitation schools for poultry proces- 
sors, and in 1952, we published our first sanitation guide which has been widely 
distributed and sought after not only by industry but by various Government 
agencies, including the Quartermaster General and public health officials. 

Further, it became apparent, about 5 years ago, that there was a serious need 
to coordinate our expanding, increasingly important, poultry marketing opera- 
tions with the various health and sanitation requirements and regulations at 
Federal, State, county, and municipal levels. Conflicting regulations among 
different localities had already caused some interference with the growing move- 
ment of poultry interstate, even from plants operating under USDA inspection, 
and both industry and the consumer were faced with the prospect of additional 
costly and unjustifiable trade barriers. 

At that time, the Institute urged the United States Public Health Service to 
establish, with the Institute, a liaison group, half from Public Health and half 
from industry, to study this problem. Our suggestion was accepted, a liaison 
group was formed and about a year ago, the United States Public Health 
Service published a uniform sanitation code for poultry processing operations 
which could be used by local officials. It is important to note too, that the uni- 
form sanitation code published by the United States Public Health Service was 
based on regulations governing poultry inspection as administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

In considering this legislation, we think that it is of the utmost importance for 
the committee to recognize the virtual impossibility of foreseeing all of the 
problems and difficulties which may be attendant to the imposition of a compul- 
sory system of Federal poultry inspection since even such a program will not 
regulate all of the total production. 

The Institute takes a purely objective attitude concerning the branch within 
the United States Department of Agriculture to be selected for the administra- 
tion of this act. This is a matter of administration and, as an administrative 
matter should be left to the discretion and judgment of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. It is our feeling, however, that with compulsory pouitry inspection being 
enacted into law, the Secretary of Agriculture would want to avail himself of 
the wealth of experience which has been gained under 28 years of administration 
of the voluntary program by the Poultry Division of Agricultural Marketing 
Service. 

The present program now under the control of the Secretary of Agriculture 
is the poultry inspection branch, a unit under the Director of the Poultry Division 
of Agricultural Marketing Service just as the meat inspection branch is a unit 
under the Director of Livestock Regulatory Programs in Agricultural Research 
Service, also under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The record shows that all poultry supervisors (circuit, area, and national), 
and all inspectors in charge of plants, are qualified veterinarians. I point this 
out for their academic training and accumulated experience in developing 
the present voluntary program should be most valuable to the Secretary in his 
development of the compulsory inspection program. 

Since red meats are highly competitive with poultry and since poultry con- 
sumption per capita is less than one-fifth of red meat consumption, but is grow- 
ing twice as fast, and since the poultry industry is the third ranking agricultural 
commodity, it is only natural and logical that our industry believes that com- 
pulsory inspection should be under its own division which has accumulated 28 
years of unparalleled experience in the poultry inspection field. This multibillion 
dollar industry has come of age and should have an inspection service which will 
devote its full time and attention to the need of the consumer and to cooperate 
with industry in its efforts to supply an abundance of top-quality, wholesome 
product. 

The soundness of the present poultry inspection program is further illustrated 
by the fact that the Armed Forces of the United States, one of the largest pur- 
chasers of food products in the world, each member of which consumes annually 
about 50 pounds of poultry products, or more than 50 percent over the Nation’s 
civilian consumption rate, requires that its poultry meat products originate in 


89520—57—_—4 








44 POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 


plants operating under the United States Department of Agriculture’s poultry 
inspection program. 

From some quarters it has been suggested that about 25 percent of the food 
poisoning cases may be attributed to poultry and poultry products, leaving 
the impression that poultry is to blame for these outbreaks and that through 
compulsory inspection for wholesomeness, these food poisoning cases will be 
eliminated. As in the case with other food products, most food poisoning cases 
result from negligence in handling the food item after processing. Since poultry 
is such a widely used, utilitarian food, low in cost and high in nutritive value, 
and lends itself admirably to creamed dishes, sandwiches and salads, it becomes 
the recipient of much of this adverse publicity, when really it should be directed 
to inadequate handling in the kitchen or after it leaves the processor or retailer. 
If such dishes as mentioned above are not properly refrigerated or properly 
handled after cooking, illness can follow, the same as from other foods which 
are mishandled. 

Further, we know of no instance where poultry has ever been seized because 
it was not wholesome at the time the United States Department of Agriculture 
inspection legend was placed on it. In a hearing before a House Appropriations 
Subcommittee, Congressman Fogarty of Rhode Island asked Mr. Larrick, Com- 
missioner of the Food and Drug Administration (and I quote for the record) : 
“What about these outbreaks that I have heard about, caused by eating chicken? 
Do you know anything about them?’ To this, Mr. Larrick replied, “We haven’t 
been able to establish any firm cases where a person contracted a contagious 
disease from the consumption of diseased poultry.” 

There seems to be a variety of opinions and views on the matter of inspection 
technique. We would recommend that you favorably report for enactment 
legislation that will give the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to develop 
and carry out inspection techniques as he deems necessary. Furthermore, with 
atomic energy available for peaceful uses in the near future, we may be on 
the threshold of completely new, revolutionary and more efficient methods of 
food inspection and any law which is enacted should permit the Secretary at 
any time in the future to make full use of any advancement in the arts. 

We thank this committee for the privilege accorded us to appear and present 
the views of the Institute of American Poultry Industries. 


The Cuarrman. You may highlight your speech. 

Mr. Wouiney. Thank you very much. 

I am Frank G. Wollney, field service director of the Institute of 
American Poultry Industries, Chicago, Ill. The Institute of Ameri- 
can Poultry Industries is a nonprofit organization which was char- 
tered by the State of Illinois nearly 32 years ago. Its membership 
includes processors and distributors of poultry products. In addition, 
producers, breeders, hatcherymen, and other allied interests hold mem- 
bership in the institute. 

More than 90 percent of our processor members are small-business 
men. Many of them are family operations which have developed 
through the years and grown up with the industry. 

Several years ago the institute established a study committee on 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness. This study committee 
unanimously recommended to the institute’s board of directors that 
we take a positive position in favor of mandatory inspection for 
wholesomeness. The directors adopted this recommendation unani- 
mously; it was then referred to the entire membership, and at that 
time more than 95 percent of the votes from members supported the 
directors’ recommendation. That resolution read as follows: 

The Institute of American Poultry Industries continues to encourage and 
support one of its chief original objectives, namely, the utilization of every 
sound means to give the consumer a better produce and the producer a better 
market. In furtherance of this longstanding objective of the institute, its board 
of. directors and its membership favor the development and adoption of sound 


mandatory inspection for wholesomeness programs for all poultry and. poultry 
products, provided such programs are paid for from Federal and State funds. 
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The institute commends the fine work of this committee and ex- 
presses the hope that a sound poultry-inspection bill will be enacted 
into law during this present session of Congress. 

In considering this legislation we think that it is of the utmost 
importance for the committee to recognize the virtual impossibility 
of foreseeing all of the problems and difficulties which may be at- 
tendant to the imposition of a compulsory system of Federal poultry 
inspection since even such a program will not regulate all of the total 
production. 

The institute takes a purely objective attitude concerning the branch 
within the United States Department of Agriculture to be selected 
for the administration of this act. This is a matter of adminisration 
and, as an administrative matter, should be left to the discretion and 
judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture. It is our feeling, however, 
that with compulsory poultry inspection being enacted into law, the 
Secretary of Agriculture would want to avail himself of the wealth 
of experience which has been gained under 28 years of administration 
of the voluntary program by the Poultry Division of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service. 

The present program, now under the control of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, is the Poultry Inspection Branch, a unit under the Direc- 
tor of the Poultry Division of Agricultural Marketing Service, just 
as the Meat Inspection Branch is a unit under the Director of Live- 
stock Regulatory Programs in Agricultural Research Service, also 
under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The record shows that all poultry supervisors, circuit, area, and 
national, and all inspectors in charge of plants are qualified veter- 
inarians. I point this out for their academic training and accumu- 
lated experience in developing the present voluntary program should 
be most valuable to the Secretary in his development of the compul- 
sory inspection program. 

Since red meats are highly competitive with poultry and since 
poultry consumption per capita is less than one-fifth of red meat con- 
sumption, but is growing twice as fast, and since the poultry industry 
is the third ranking agricultural commodity, it is only natural and 
logical that our industry believes that compulsory inspection should 
be under its own division which has accumulated 28 years of unpar- 
alleled experience in the poultry-inspection field. 

This multi-billion-dollar industry has come of age and should have 
an inspection service which will devote its full time and attention to 
the need of the consumer and to cooperate with industry in its efforts 
to supply an abundance of top-quality, wholesome products. 

The soundness of the present poultry-inspection program is further 
illustrated by the fact that the Armed Forces of the United States, one 
of the largest purchasers of food products in the world, each member 
of which consumes annually about 50 pounds of poultry products, or 
more than 50 percent over the Nation’s civilian consumption rate, 
requires that its poultry meat products originate in plants now operat- 
ing under the United States Department of Agriculture’s poultry 
inspection program. 

From some quarters it has been suggested that about 25 percent of 
the food poisoning cases may be attributed to poultry and poultry 
products, leaving the impression that poultry is to blame for these 
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outbreaks and that through compulsory inspection for wholesome- 
ness these food-poisoning cases will be eliminated. 

As in the case with other food products, most food-poisoning cases 
result from negligence in handling the food item after processing. 
Since poultry is such a widely used utilitarian food, low m cost and 
high in nutritive value, and lends itself admirably to creamed dishes, 
sandwiches, and salads, it becomes the recipient of much of this adverse 
publicity, when really it should be directed to inadequate handling in 
the kitchen or after it leaves the processor or retailer. 

If such dishes as mentioned above are not properly refrigerated or 
properly handled after cooking, illness can follow, the same from 
other foods which are mishandled. 

There seems to be a variety of opinions and views on the matter of 
inspection technique. We would recommend that you favorably report 
for enactment legislation that will give the Secretary of Agriculture 
the authority to develop and carry out inspection techniques as he 
deems necessary. 

Furthermore, with atomic energy available for peaceful uses in the 
near future, we may be on the threshold of completely new, revolu- 
tionary, and more efficient methods of food inspection and any law 
which is enacted should permit the Secretary at any time in the future 
to make full use of any advancements in the arts. 

The CHarrman. Any questions? 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe this witness stated 
the size of the organization that he is representing. He has given, 
perhaps, the coverage, the area, but not the size as far as the member- 
ship of processors and producers are concerned. 

Mr. Wottney. Our membership is nationwide, and we serve points 
in 48 States. Our membership includes many plants. 

However, we have a basic membership of approximately 535 mem- 
bers. I would like to point out that many of our members, though 
they are processors, are also producers. 

Senator Hotianp. But it is a processors’ organization ? 

Mr. Wot.ney. It is basically a processors’ organization. However, 
we have attempted to have a broad membership, so that we are ac- 
quainted with the problems from the production level through to the 
market level. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you have any figures showing the approxi- 
mate percentage of the consumed products that are processed by 
plants that are your members? 

Mr. Wo.tiney. I could not give you a specific figure on that. How- 
ever, it would be well into the majority that moves off the farm. 

Senator Hottanp. Your processors handle, you think, a majority of 
the total consumed poultry production of the Nation ¢ 

Mr. Wottney. I believe that is right, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you. 

Senator Tuyr. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman, Yes. 

Senator Tuyr. Who are some of the producer groups that are affili- 
ated with your organization ? 

Mr. Wottney. They would not be listed as member groups, the 
would be listed as individual firms; men who have commercialized- 
production units are some of our members. 








POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 47 


We do not generally have membership of the type of an association. 
However, Mr. Pringle here is a member of our organization. And his 
organization has six operating plants, I believe. 

enator Tyr. What I was trying to get into the record was your 
type of an organization. You have this many members. What are 
your services to your membership? 

Mr. Wo.uinery. Our organization, as a trade association, is con- 
cerned with the problems from production through to consumption. 

Senator Toye. And what kind of:services do you render? 

Mr. Wouiney. Our basic services would be in the field of processing. 
However, we do considerable work in quality improvement. We have 
gay booklets on techniques in pecraomng higher quality eggs. 

e have conducted sanitation schools for our processor members. We 
started these, if I am correct, in the year 1952. 

Senator Tarr. How are you supported ? 

Mr. Wouiney. We are supported through the membership of— 
the companies that hold membership. 

Senator Ture. What is your membership fee, then ? 

Mr. Wottney. Our membership fee for processing plants is based 
on a quota basis. By that I mean the membership fee is based at 
the rate of $100 per million pounds of product handled. In the case 
of shell eggs, it is $1.33 per thousand cases of eggs handled. 

Senator Tuyr. And who are some of your members in Minnesota ? 
Can you be specific? 

Mr. Wotuiney. Yes, sir. We have Farmers Produce at Wilmar, 
Minn.; Land O’ Lakes, Inc., Creamery at Minneapolis; Noack Broth- 
ers at Arlington, Minn.; Pietrus, Inc., at Sleepy Eye. 

Senator Tuyr. You have named some of the very best produce 
houses and produce dealers in the State of Minnesota, and that is 
what I wanted in the record, who you represented. 

Mr. Wouiney. May I add just one further point, Senator? 

Senator Ture. Yes. 

The CHatrman. Surely. 

Mr. Wouiney. Our membership is not one where you just come in 
and join. You have to be approved by the board of directors as 
ur program is based on quality improvements. That is basic; the 
reason for our existence, and we have to be sure that those who are 
coming in are interested in quality improvements. 

Senator Tuye. Yes, and you are to be commended because you 
not only have improved the quality of the eggs, but you have improved 
the quality of the flock, and you have greatly increased the earnings 
or revenue from the poultry industries in the Northwest. The work 
and the quality is excellent. 

Mr. Woutiney. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Any more questions? 

Senator Humpurey. One question, Mr. Chairman. With regard 
to the inspection service, you want to see a separate poultry inspection 
branch in the Government; is that correct ? 

Mr. Wo.tney. Senator, would you restate that? 

Senator Humpnrey. Would you want to see a separate poultry 
inspection branch in the Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Wo.uney. Senator, I don’t know as I would say 100 percent. 
I believe that the inspection of poultry products should be left to 
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the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 'We would be extremely 
hopeful that he would recognize the development of the present 
poultry inspection program and utilize that experience in the estab- 
lishnient of a compulsory inspection system. 

Now, I do not feel that a bill should specifically handcuff the Secre- 
tary as to where he is going to put that inspection service. 

As I stated, we have taken a purely objective point of view as to the 
inspection agency. However, we do have certain points that we did 
raise here, that we are hopeful that the Secretary would take into 
consideration the effectiveness of the voluntary inspection program 
where the poultry industry is spending more money than any other 
food industry for a valuntary inspection program. 

I would assume that—and it is in our testimony here—the poultry 
industry spends $2,500,000 for the present voluntary program, and I 
understand that I am wrong, that it is much higher than that, all on 
a voluntary program. 

It is for that reason, and not just for the financial reason there, but 
it is for the experience gained in this voluntary program. We now 
have, I guess, 315 plants that are utilizing that service, and we are 
hopeful that the Secretary would want to take advantage of the 
experience we have gained, and I do not think that we would want 
to handcuff him to say where to put it. 

Senator Humpurey. Would it be fair to say with a compulsory 
inspection system that the poultry inspection activities would have 
gained such new stature that you would want to have a poultry inspec- 
tion program of equal stature, at least, to the meat inspection ¢ 

I am not saying where it ought to be, whether it ought to be in the 
AMS or ARS, the Agricultural Marketing Service or the Agricultural 
Research Service, but at least a poultry inspection program itself that 
would require the Department, rather than just use some little offshoot 
of some other service, to give it the status of a branch, the poultry 
inspection branch, wherever that may be—would you want that ? 

Mr. Wottney. The first thing I want you to understand, Senator, 
is that we do want to give it recognition or stature, and I believe quite 
firmly and I am quite convinced that the present voluntary program 
has stature at least equal to the red meat inspection program. Now, 
if it got larger, it may have more stature. 

Senator Humpnurry. You may believe that, but the consumer 
undoubtedly does not. 

Mr. Wotuney. Senator, there is a question on that. As I pointed 
out, our industry has grown so rapidly in the past few years, our rate 
of consumption has grown tremendously, and I believe that the con- 
sumer, at least in a portion, has registered her confidence in the produce 
that she is buying by buying it in such increased quantities. 

I do realize and I do recognize, as T am sure anyone in the poultry 
industry does or anyone in the food industry would, that there is a 
segment that we are not proud of. But it is a very small segment, a 
minority, and we think it is extremely unfortunate that our industry 
has had to take the butt of such criticisms, criticisms that are hardly 
justified in view of the fact that 97 percent, or 98 percent, or 99 per- 


cent of our industry is doing that, producing this wholesome 
product—— 
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Senator Humpnrey. I agree with you there, and I think that it is 
very unfortunate. However, we are not arguing about anything there. 
I am just agreeing with you, and I also think that it is to the benefit 
of the producer as well as the consumer to have the very best inspec- 
tion system. 

Mr. Wottney. We do not argue that, Senator. 

Senator Humpnurey. But the worry is where the system ought to 
rest. You are quite unwilling to conclude that you ought to have a 
separate inspection service in the Department, unless I misunderstand 
you, and what I want is a service that would give you stature—all 
I am trymg to do is to help and not to hurt you. I just want to see that 
you get an inspection service that is good enough and that will back 
up your industry. 

The CuarrmMan. The idea is, is it not, first to put the law on the 
statute books the best we can and then improve it as we go along? 

Mr. Woutyey. That is right. 

Senator Arxen. I would like to ask a couple of questions, Mr. 
Chairman, and I would like for Senator Humphrey to notice what 
the questions are because they will raise points. 

Is the installation of eviscerating facilities in a plant expensive or 
difficult in any case ? 

Mr. Woutney. Senator, I would like to ask Mr. Pringle to answer 
that question. 

Senator Arken. The reason I asked that is that I know that there 
are a lot of smaller plants that employ just two people and they ship 
their products to the cities where they have facilities for eviscerating. 
Now, would it be a hardship on these smaller plants if they are pro- 
hibited from shipping any uneviscerated poultry across State lines 
or between official establishments? Would that tend to concentrate 
the slaughter of poultry in the large establishments in the cities? 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR PRINGLE, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER, 
ROCKINGHAM POULTRY MARKETING CO-OP, INC., BROADWAY, VA. 


Mr. Prineve. Senator, there are possibly some of those who are 
also in the minority, I mean, you have some producers who are not 
small, they are quite large who also do that. same service—in other 
words, they slaughter the bird, pick the feathers and blood them and 
move them into the official plant in our present volunteer system, 
that is provided for and it is very worthwhile 

Senator Arken. I was not thinking of the large ones. 

Mr. Prinete. In other words, if you meet certain sanitary require- 
ments, and sanitation is the biggest thing in this—anyhow, sanitation 
is not. expensive and it would not work a hardship on a small pro- 
ducer. 

Senator Arken. You mean if he is prohibited from shipping un- 
eviscerated poultry ? 

Mr. Prinete. Oh, yes, it would work a hardship on the small or 
the large, either one, if he met certain sanitary requirements and did 
do a good job, to prohibit him from taking it to an official plant for 
post mortem examination. 

Senator Arken. That is what I wanted to find out, because I do have 
the smaller plants in mind. 
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Mr. Privewe. Yes, it would work a hardship. 

Senator A1xen. They pick the feathers and then ship them to the 
cities where they have facilities for eviscerating and apparently that 
is the cheapest way to handle it. We do not want to eliminate the 
small country plants because we have eliminated enough small country 
industries as it is. 

Mr. Prinete. If they met the sanitary requirements in the opera- 
tion of their end and move into the official plant for a post mortem 
examination, which is the only thing really necessary anyhow, he 
should not. be handicapped. 

Senator Aiken. Thank you. 

Senator Young. I have a question. 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Senator Youne. In my State we have people who are in the process- 
ing business, mostly handling turkeys, and they handle a sizable 
amount in the fall of the year and the rest of the year they would 
handle but a few. 

I want to ask you this: If a State has a good inspection system, 

do you propose that that be taken over by the Federal Government, 
that every inspector would have to be a federally paid inspector, or 
do you think it would be all right to recognize a State system that is 
good ? 
. Mr. Wo.tney. I believe it is extremely important in the interest 
of, first, the consumer and the taxpayer, that there be close working 
relationships between the Federal Government and the State govern- 
ments. 

Particularly in the State of North Dakota, where you have plants 
that are operating seasonally, it is important that the definition of 
an employee be such that the Federal Feceaaaad could utilize State 
employees without having to go directly to the State employee—it 
could be an arrangement between the Federal and the State govern- 
ments. 

Senator Youna. I see. 

Senator Ture. If you will pardon me, I might add, since the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota has made reference to it, that they do have 
joint inspections now between Federal and States. In other words, 
you have State inspectors who are qualified and certified as Federal 
inspectors, too ? 

Mr. Woutney. Yes, sir; that is correct; and we think that that 
experience gained thére in working with the Federal and State gov- 
ernments has been valuable and should be utilized by the Secretary 
in his administration of a compulsory program. 

Senator Tuyr. You have many inspections such as the dairy, the 
butter, the fish and produce and fruits, et cetera, which are a coopera- 
tive or a joint venture between the Federal Government and the State 
governments. It has worked out to a greater economy than other- 
wise would be possible, has it not? 

Mr. Woutney. We are hopeful that that is right, and we also are 
hopeful that the legislation recommended by this committee would 
be such that it would not tie the Secretary’s hands in any way that 
would slow down such cooperation. 

Senator Youne. And that is an important point as far as the smaller 
ones are concerned ? 
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Mr. Wottney. Yes, sir. 

The Cx#atrman. Our next witness is Mr. C. D. Trombold, director, 
quality control, Campbell Soup Co., Camden, N. J. Is he present? 

Mr. Trompoxp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Trombold, please give your full name for the 
record and identify yourself, please. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. TROMBOLD, DIRECTOR OF QUALITY 
CONTROL, CAMPBELL SOUP CO., CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mr. Trompotp. My name is Charles D. Trombold. I am director, 
quality control, Campbell Soup Co., Camden, N. J. 

The Cuarrman. Did you testify here last year ? 

Mr. Tromso tp. I testified last July before this committee on S. 3588 
and S. 3933, I think they were. 

The Cuatrman. And do you have anything new to add today ? 

Mr. Tromporp. I do. I have a few pertinent comments that are 
different or new or are new ideas. 

The CuHarmman. Will you please proceed; and I wish you would 
kindly confine yourself to the new matter. 

Mr. Tromso. In particular, there were a lot of things that came 
up before this committee this morning that I would like to comment 
upon, if you will let me. 

Campbell Soup Co. and its subsidiary, C. A. Swanson & Sons, of 
Omaha, Nebr., have 8 plants operating under meat inspection and 14 
plants operating under the voluntary poultry-inspection program. 
Our experience with these services dates back to the passage of the 
Meat Inspection Act in 1906, and, in the case of the voluntary poultry- 
inspection program, to its inception some 25 years ago. The develop- 
ment of the voluntary program for poultry inspection throughout 
these years has paralleled in many respects the developments within 
my firm in the manufacturing and marketing of processed poultry 
products. Campbell operates in nearly all phases of the eames in- 
dustry. Campbell represents a sufficient diversity of activities in the 
poultry industry so that it can properly appreciate the interests of all 
groups who have previously appeared before this committee. Our 
product line is composed of canned poultry products, precooked frozen 
poultry products, as well as uncooked frozen poultry. We fully appre- 
ciate the public health, consumer acceptance, consumer protection, 
marketing, procurement, manufacturing, and administrative consid- 
erations involved. Campbell not only processes poultry from the live 
bird to the finished product, but purchases large quantities of inspected, 
eviscerated, ready-to-cook poultry for use in its products. Campbell 
processes and packs over 20 individual poultry products. 

We have been in a position to see this voluntary program supported 
by industry grow from several inspected plants to over 300 plants. 
We consider this voluntary program a major reason for the present 
high consumer acceptance of processed sialic products. My firm— 
along with other principal segments of the processed industry—takes 
certain pride in having supported, and in a sense perpetuated, the 
voluntary system which is a normal precursor to the compulsory in- 
spection program which this committee is now considering. Campbell 
is in full accord with the compulsory poultry inspection legislation 
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efforts of this committee and it is our earnest desire that enactment be 
expedited in order to obtain a strong poultry-inspection law and early 
enforcement throughout the entire industry. 

During the previous Congress we followed with interest the bills 
sinkloaited on this subject and last June took part in the public hearings 
on bills S. 3588 and S. 3983. It was our feeling that bill S. 4243 which 
was reported out of committee represented a vast improvement over 
some of the other bills introduced during the last Congress. More 
recently we have made a detailed study of Senate bills 313, 645, and 
1128. 

I will not, for the sake of brevity, give you here all of those details, 
they are all in this statement. It is not my plan to burden the time 
of the committee by reading each detail. I would like to highlight 
it——- 

The Cuarrman. Fine. 

Mr. Tromporp. In a general way, so that we may have the essential 

oints. 

I would like to outline what my firm believes to be the essential 
points in a strong workable compulsory poultry inspection law. We 
list these points as follows: 

(a) The law should have the strength to stand up in the courts and 
should have enforcement provisions on a par with those of the Meat 
Inspection Act of 1906. 

(6) We feel that this new law must carry adequate provisions for 
ante mortem inspection of poultry. This does not necessarily have 
to be a bird-by-bird inspection, but it should effectively prevent ob- 
viously sick or diseased poultry from being slaughtered for processing. 

Since there has been previous discussion on this point, I would like 
to elaborate if I might. 

The law should provide for ante mortem inspection but in dealing 
with meat inspection regulations as well as poultry inspection regula- 
tions, the importance is in the regulations. The way they are written 
as a guide to the inspectors in the field and the Jaw need not spell out 
specifically each detail, but be left possibly to the preparation of 
regulations, as in the meat inspection regulations. Because they are 
in essence the strength of the law. Because they are written as the 
result of contacts with the field and oftentimes after hearings on the 
specific subject—but they are written by experts and not as a legisla- 
tive process. 

(c) The law must spell out bird-by-bird post mortem inspection, 
and this must be done by a qualified Federal employee of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. I underlined the word “Federal.” 

(d) The language of the law should prohibit the shipment of un- 
eviscerated poultry both between States and between official establish- 
ments. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you care to develop that because that 
is the point that Senator Aiken directed his comments to and I am 
sure it would concern the other committee members ? 

Senator Arken. And that would particularly affect the New Eng- 
land States where the State lines are awfully close together. 

Mr. Tromporb. It would work a hardship in different areas where 
the dressing is in a different plant than the eviscerating. We are 
coming out in this vein because we have found certain unsatisfactory 








a “a>. 


- 


re 


re 


ry 


POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 53 


features of handling New York-dressed birds in our plant. We just 
think that it is a matter of esthetics and quality considerations. We 
are going out of that type of work and since muchof the criticism 
against the industry has been directed to this type, particularly by 
the Food and Drug Administration findings, we feel that we should 
move in the direction of not giving our blessing to any further 
handling of New York-dressed poultry. 

Senator WiiuiAMs. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMan, Yes. 

Senator Witt1ams. You have evisecerating facilities at each of your 
plants? 

Mr. Tromporp. Yes. 

Senator Witi1aMs. If you did not have, would not your proposal be 
a handicap ? 

Mr. Trompoip. It would be a handicap. 

Senator Witxt1ams. And would it not handicap the operation of 
the smaller plant which could not afford to put in eviscerating lines? 

Mr. 'Trompoip. Well, we have for a number of years handled New 
York-dressed poultry, obviously, as the rest of the industry has, but 
I think that it is part of progress'to begin to get away from it. 

Senator Aiken. That means, does it not, that you are headed toward 
the concentration of slaughtering in the large city plants? 

Mr. Trompoip. That is not necessarily true. If you seald, and 
defeather a bird, the economical place to pull the viscera out is at 
that location and I do not understand the necessity for picking birds 
and shipping them or storing them for various lengths of time 

Senator Arken. Of course, where they are not available it might 
result in transferring the whole operation to the country plant in 
some cases which would be helpful to the people living in that area? 

Senator Humpnrey. If it works. 

Senator Arken. Yes, if it works. 

Mr. Tromeorp. There are many sizes to eviscerating plants, evisce- 
rating facilities. You do not have to have a large plant for that. 

Senator Humrurey. But it is a 

Senator ArkEN. Excuse me. If you prohibit the shipment of un- 
eviseerated poultry across State lines, you prohibit shipment of live 
poultry across State lines, too. 

Senator Hotzianp. I would like to ask you a question. I notice in 
the statement that you have 14 plants operating under a voluntary 
poultry inspection program. How many plants do you have that do 
not so operate ¢ 

Mr. Trompotp. Well, our plants that operate on poultry products 
are under the voluntary system, in 8 States. 

Senator Hotianp. And does that mean that you have only 14 plants 
that handle poultry, is that it? 

Mr. Tromporp. Yes, sir. 

The CxarrmMan. Well, do you take poultry from others who handle 
it? 

Mr. Tromso. Yes. In my testimony 

The Cuatrman. What. percentage of poultry do you handle? 

Mr. Tromeorp.. I would not be at liberty to say that at this time. 

The Cuarrman. You do not know? 

Mr. Trompop. I do not know exactly. 
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The Cuatrman. All right. 

_ Mr. Trompoip. But we are large consumers of poultry and that is 
in my testimony. 

Senator Tuy. May I have this question in the record ? 

The CHatrMan. Yes. 

Senator Tuyxr. Do you buy directly from the produce houses in the 
various communities or do you have your own buyers in the field 
buying them ? 

Mr. Trompotp. I would say both. 

. Senator Taye. You own buying points and you also will take birds 
from someone that has them? Do you, for instance, buy from the 
large cooperatives such as, we might mention, the Land O’ Lakes? 

Mr. Tromegoxp. I think so, but I am not sure. I do not have the 
procurement data in front of me, so I could not say positively. 

Senator Tuyr. That was my only question, Mr. Chairman. 

Any further questions ? 

Senator Hotzanv. Could you insert for the record the volume of 
poultry which is handled by those 14 plants that process poultry ¢ 

Mr. Tromsorp. I don’t believe that I would have that information.. 
I would say it is a considerable volume. 

Senator Hotuanp. Well, can you not supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Tromepoxp. I could give a rough indication of the volume, yes, 
if that would be helpful. 

Senator Hotianp. Well, do you not have the specific facts available ¢ 
Surely your company keeps the data on your industry showing that? 

Mr. Tromeotp. All of our records on the volume of poultry handled 
as well as meat products are part of the governmental reports that 
we submit each month, so the data is available. 

Senator Hotianp. I ask you to supply it for the record, then. 

Mr. Trompgorp. All right. 

(Norr.—Mr. Trombold subsequently advised the committee that the 
Campbell Soup Co. processes in excess of 65 million pounds of poultry 
annually.) 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

Mr. Tromsotp. I have another point. 

Senator Hoitanp. Supplied not on a monthly, but on an annual 
basis. 

Mr. Trompoxp. Yes. 

The Cuarmman. Proceed. 

Mr. Tromporp. (e) We believe that the law should provide for 
control of intrastate shipments in those designated areas where inter- 
state commerce may be affected. We would approve the approach 
taken to this problem by S. 1128 requiring cooperation with and 
approval by State and local regulatory officials in those areas so 
designated. 

(f) It is extremely important that the law be adminstered by an 
agency in the United States Department of Agriculture which has 
had experience in the handling of similar regulatory programs. We 
would not want poultry inspection to become subservient to or a 
minor branch of meat inspection. Neither do we favor placing this 
poultry inspection in an agency where its execution might be limited 
or hampered by marketing or grading interests. When poultry in- 
spection becomes mandatory, it will require a sizable regulatory 
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group in the Department of Agriculture and will undoubtedly warrant 
full branch status with its own chief. 

Senator Humpnrey. If I may interrupt, Mr. Chairman? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Humpnery. That is the point I was trying to get at a 
moment ago with another witness. When you have mandatory inspec- 
tion, you are going to have quite an operation and, as has been indi- 
cated, it will make quite a difference in the departmental structure, 
between the inspection service and the grading service, and so on. 
With meat this has gone on for years in the Department. Iam trying 


to emphasize this point, that it ought to be separate. That is one of 
my feelings. 


Mr. Trompor». If this law becomes enacted, we hope to see a poultry 
inspection branch created either in the Agricultur al Marketing Serv- 
ice or in the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of 
Agriculture making use of the vast experience of those people who 
have worked with the industry throughout the years in the conduct 
of the voluntary poultry inspection program. 

Asa part of my testimony, lam submitting Exhibits 1,2 and 3 which 
detail certain changes we would make in “each of these three bills 
being considered. For the sake of brevity I will not read each of 
these, but submit them for committee evaluation. 

I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity afforded us to 
testify on this important subject. 

The Cuatrman. Your exhibits will be placed in the record. 

(The exhibits are as follows :) 


ExHreit No. 1 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PERFECT S. 1128 


Section 7, page 5, line 18: After the word “wholesome” and before the comma, 
insert “and not adulterated”. 

Section 7, page 5, line 22: Delete the word “or” and substitute “and”. This 
change would make it clear that the name and address as well as the establish- 
ment number of the official establishment is required on all containers. 

Section 7, page 6, line 3: After the word “form” add “approved by the Secre- 
tary”. This amendment will clarify the label approval procedure and make it 
clear that such approval is required prior to actual use. 

Section 7, page 6, line 6: Delete the word “or” and substitute “and”. This 
change would make it clear that the name and address as well as the establish- 
ment number of the official establishment is required on all labels except where 
the name and address of the distributor is permitted. 

Section 7, page 6, line 11: At the end of the paragraph add the following sen- 
tence: “The Secretarv may permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions 
from the foregoing labeling requirements in any manner not in conflict with the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.” This type of flexibility is necessary for 
practical production operations and, particularly, in the case of new products to 
be market tested. 

Section 7, page 7, lines 7 through 15: In line 7, place a period after the word 
“conclusive” and delete all of the remainder of lines 7 through 15. An appea! 
procedure in respect to label approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary, and would 
prevent speedy processing of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions 
would tend to crystalize administrative regulation into an inflexible set of 
requirements which would not take into account varying products and situations. 
Existing informal, flexible, and effective label approval procedures would be 
destroyed. Compare with the provisions of sections 17.1-17.14 of the meat 
inspection regulations. 


Section 22, page 17, line 5: Delete the word “wholesome” and substitute the 
word “clean”. 
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Section 22, page 18, line 19: Following subsection (4) insert the following 
subsections : 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom ; or 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 

so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 
Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to include 
such provisions in S. 1128 permits the inference that there is no objection to and 
no penalty provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry products. 
Failure to prohibit and condemn such economic adulteration is a disservice to 
the poultry buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer who buys 
poultry for further processing. 

Section 22, page 19, line 18: After line 18, add the following: 

“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat treated, canned, packed, 
repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for 
human consumption and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products 
with other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 


Exutsir No, 2 


SUGGESTED MOoprIFICATIONS TO Perrect S. 313 


Section 4, page 4, line 17: After the word “a” insert “poultry careass or parts 
thereof a”. 

Section 4, page 6, line 5: Delete the word “person” and substitute “employee of 
the Federal Government”, This change will make it clear that only government 
employees—and not processor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless this 
change is made, the legislation could constitute a deception and fraud on the 
public. 

Section 4, page 7, line 2: After line 2, add the following: 

“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat-treated, canned, packed, re- 
packed, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human 
consumption, and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with 
other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 

Section 5, page 7, lines 11 through 13: Delete all of lines 11 through 13, in- 
clusive, and substitute the following: “such city or area: Provided, That the gov- 
erning body of such a city or area has consented to such designation.” This 
change would remove grounds for local objection to this legislation and eliminate 
possible constitutional questions, 

Section 8, page 12, lines 11 through 18: In line 11, after the word “conclusive” 
insert a period and delete all of the remainder of lines 11 through 18. An appeal 
procedure in respect to label approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would 
prevent speedy processing of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions 
would tend to crystallize administrative regulation into an inflexible set of 
requirements which would not take into account varying products or situations. 
Existing informal, flexible and effective label approval procedures would be 
destroyed. Compare with the provisions of Sections 17.1-17.14 of the Meat 
Inspection Regulations. 

Section 9, page 13, lines 8, 13, 15, 16 and 22: In line 8, delete the words 
“Knowingly and”. In lines 13, 15, 16 and 22 delete the word “knowingly” where 
it appears. The word “knowingly” would make proof of violation almost 
impossible and render the section practically unenforceable. 

Section 9, page 14, line 1: Delete the word “Knowingly”. The word ‘“know- 
ingly” would make proof of violation almost impossible and render the section 
practically unenforceable. 

Section 9, page 15, line 5: Delete the words “between official establishments 
and”. This change will prohibit the interstate shipment of New York dressed 
fowl}. 

Section 11, page 15, line 17: After the word “records” insert. “for a period of 
2 years following each transaction”. From an administrative viewpoint, there 
must be a time limit placed on this record keeping requirement. 
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Section 13, page 16, line 7: Delete the word “knowingly”. The word “know- 
ingly” would make proof of violation almost impossible and render the section 
practically unenforceable. 

Section 13, page 16, line 16 through page 17, line 1: Delete all of the proviso 
beginning at line 16, page 16 and ending at line 1, page 17. There is no sound 
basis for giving special consideration to a carrier which participates in a vio- 
lation of the statute. Keeping such a proviso materially weakens the effective- 
ness of the law from an enforcement. viewpoint. This is particularly the case 
in view of the “worning” provisions of Section 14. 

Section 16, page 18, line 16: Delete the word “promises” and substitute the 
word “premises”. 

Section 19, page 20, lines 20 through 23: In line 20, after the word “agencies” 
insert a period and delete the remainder of lines 20 through 23. To secure a 
uniformly administered, objective inspection service there should be no authority 
to conduct inspection service through state or local agencies. This is a sub- 
stantial objection to 8S. 313 if this language is to remain. 





Exurtrsir No, 3 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PerFect S. 645 


Section 4, page 4, line 17: After the word “a” insert “poultry carcass or parts 
thereof a’. 

Section 4, page 6, line 5: Delete the word “person” and substitute “employee 
of the Federal Government”. This change will make it clear that only govern- 
ment employees—and not processor employees—may act as inspectors. Unless 
this change is made, the legislation could constitute a deception and fraud on 
the public. 

Section 4, page 7, line 3: After line 3, add the following: 

“(o) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, frozen, cooked, heat-treated, canned, packed, re- 
packed, reprocessed, or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human 
consumption, and includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with 
other edible ingredients for marketing for human consumption.” 

Section 5, page 7, line 15: After the word “area” delete the period and substi- 
tute a comma and insert the following: “Provided, That the governing body of 
such major consuming area has consented to such designation.” This change 
would remove grounds for local objection to this legislation and eliminate pos- 
sible constitutional questions. 

Section 6, page 8, lines 1 through 8: Delete all of lines 1 through 8 and substi- 
tute the following: “major consuming area of any poultry product which is un- 
wholesome or adulterated, the Secretary shall, whenever processing operations 
are being conducted, cause to be made by inspectors ante mortem inspection in 
such manner as he determines necessary ; post mortem inspection of the carcass 
of each bird processed, and such quarantine, segregation and reinspection as he 
determines necessary of poultry and poultry products in each official establish- 
ment processing such poultry or poultry products for commerce or in or for 
marketing in a designated major consuming area. All carcasses and parts 
thereof”. As written, S. 645 would make no requirement for bird-by-bird post 
motem inspection. This is a substantial weakening of the inspection service even 
as it is now constituted on a voluntary basis. This is a major defect which should 
be remedied as indicated. 

Section 8, page 11, line 24 through page 12, line 7: In line 24 at page 11, after 
the word “conclusive” insert a period and delete all of the remainder of lines 
24 and 25 on page 11 and all of lines 1 through 7 on page 12. An appeal procedure 
in respect to label approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary and would prevent 
speedy processing of labels submitted for approval. Such provisions would tend 
to crystallize administrative regulation into an inflexible set of requirements 
which would not take into account varying products or situations. Existing 
informal, flexible and effective label approval procedures would be destroyed. 
Compare with the provisions of sections 17.1-17.14 of the Meat Inspection 
Regulations. 

Section 9, page 12, line 22 and page 13, lines 2, 4, 11 and 15: In line 22, page 12 
delete the words “Knowingly and”. In lines 2, 4, 11 and 15 at page 13 delete the 








58 POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 


word “knowingly” where it appears. The word “knowingly” would make proof 
of violation almost impossible and render the section practically wnenforceable. 

Section 9, page 14, line 20: Delete the words “between official establishments 
and the” and substitute the word “to”. This change will prohibit the interstate 
shipment of New York dressed fowl. 

Section 13, page 15, line 25: Delete the word “knowingly”. The word “know- 
ingly’ would make proof of violation almost impossible and render the section 
practically unenforceable. 

Section 13, page 16, lines 10 through 19: Delete all of lines 10 through 19 and 
substitute “(b)” for “(ce)” in line 20. There is no sound basis for giving 
special consideration to a carrier which participates in a violation of the statute. 
Keeping such a proviso materially weakens the effectiveness of the law from an 
enforcement viewpoint. This is particularly the case in view of the “warning” 
provisions of section 14. 

Section 19, page 20, lines 13 through 16: In line 13, after the word “agencies” 
insert a period and delete the remainder of lines 13 through 16. To secure a 
uniformly administered, objective inspection service there should be no authority 
to conduct inspection services through State or local agencies. This is a sub- 
stantial objection to S. 645 if this language is to remain. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any questions? 

Senator Tuy. Do you represent any poultry producer groups? 

Mr. Tromsorp. I am representing a processor group, my own com- 
pany. 

Senator Tuyr. You are in the business of taking the birds which are 
produced and canning them 

Mr. Tromso. Processing them. 

Senator Tuyr. Marketing them in the form of a canned product, of 
course. We know the Campbell Soup Co. You are not in the business 
of growing the birds? 

Mr. Trompoip. We do not grow poultry. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

Senator Hottanp. Yes. I want to ask this question. 

This voluntary program which you are operating under and under 
which all of your poultry plants do operate, is that any less effective 
or less competent than the compulsory program would be that you 
suggest if there was compliance for the entire industry ? 

Mr. Trompoxtp. I say no—I don’t believe so. 

Senator Hotzanp. Then the purpose of your support of the bill is 
to have such compliance by the industry, by the industry as a whole, 
so that any processor is complying with substantially the same require- 
ments as will be set up under this bill—and will have the benefit of 
public confidence and good will as applicable to the entire industry? 

Mr. Tromporp. Well, only about 40 percent or less of poultry evis- 
cerated is inspected under the voluntary program, some figure like 
that, and it works a hardship, I might say, on the people who are con- 
scientious enough to support a voluntary inspection. 

Senator Humpnurey. Why do you recommend only Federal em- 
ployees for the inspection service ? 

Mr. Tromeorp. I think that it isa matter of uniformity and possible 
allegiance. 

Senator Humrurey. Allegiance to the standards of inspection ? 

Mr. Tromeorp. Allegiance to the standards and to their superior or 
their organizational work group. 

We operate under meat inspection and they are all Federal em- 
ployees, and I do not see why the poultry inspection should not be, 
the people that do the inspecting, why they should not be Federal 
employees, also. 
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Senator Hottanp. However you do, as I understand, support under 
your point (e)—you say: 

“We believe that the law should provide for control of intrastate 
shipments in those designated areas where interstate commerce may 
be affected.” Intrastate business, that is involved. 

Mr. Tromporp. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. And that is a very substantial volume? 

Mr. Trompotp. Yes, and we need cooperation. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it your view that consumer acceptance of 
your poultry products is the key to merchandising and to the pros- 
perity of this industry ? 

Mr. Trompotp. It is the primary requisite, I would say. 

Senator Humrnurey. You would say it the primary requisite—con- 
sumer confidence ? 

Mr. Tromroitp. Yes—safety, wholesomeness, 

Senator Humpnrey. The wholesomeness of the product, and of 
course, obviously, the quality, good food, those are factors—and sani- 
tary methods of handling, and freedom from disease, disease-free 
products, all of those are important. 

Mr. TrompBoxp. Yes. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, Mr. Trombold. 

The next witness is Mr. Harvey Green. Is he present? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wituiams. Mr. Chairman, since we are running against 
time, I wonder if we could find out how many of the witnesses would 
be willing to submit their statements for the record. 

The CruatmrMan. I am going to make an announcement after Mr. 
Green testifies. I understand that quite a few will present themselves 
in groups, and that one will be selected to speak for the group. 

All right, Mr. Green, will you proceed? Identify yourself for the 
record. 


STATEMENT OF 0. H. GREEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN 
POULTRY AND HATCHERY FEDERATION, SPARTANBURG, S. C. 


Mr. Green. My name is O. H. Green and I reside in Spartanburg, 
S. C., where my father and T have operated the Seven Oaks Poultry 
Farm and Hatchery since 1925. I am here today to present a state- 
ment in behalf of the American Poultry and Hatchery Federation, of 
which I am executive director and immediate past president. 

The American Poultry and Hatchery Federation was organized in 
1916 and incorporated as a nonprofit organization. 

Senator Jonnstron. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. 
Green lives out in the country just a little over a mile from where I 
live. We are close, and whatever he says, I know that he will say 
what he thinks, and believes is right. 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Senator Johnston. 

It has a paid up membership of 4,000 poultry hatcherymen and 
breeders, or about two-thirds of all the hatcheries and poultry breed- 
ing farms in the country. These members produce between 80 and 85 
percent of all the chicks and poults hatched in this country. 

Our organization is in favor of S. 313. 


89520—57——5 
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We believe this bill provides the framework for a compulsory in- 
spections program in poultry which would be of great service to the 
Nation and a credit to the poultry industry. 

Our board of directors took first official cognizance of the need 
for compulsory poultry inspections when it held its annual convention 
in Cleveland, Ohio, in July 1954. It instructed our officers, of which 
Iam one, to confer with the industry’s trade association for processors 
to determine whether a feasible compulsory inspections program 
could be launched. 

Compulsory inspections of poultry has been a matter of deep con- 
cern to all responsible segments of the poultry industry for some 
time—not because we believe that an excessive volume of unwhole- 
some poultry is offered for sale, but because we believe we should 
check the sale of all unfit poultry if that is possible. 

Insofar as the poultry industry is concerned, there is no disagree- 
ment on whether compulsory inspections is desirable. 

Further, there is no difference of opinion on the type of program 
that should be adopted. §S. 313 provides for a program offering the 
consumer complete assurance of wholesomeness whenever she pur- 
chases poultry carrying the purple stamp, “U. S. Inspected and 
Passed.” At the same time, the switchover from the present volun- 
tary program can be accomplished at the least possible expense to 
the taxpayers. 

This changeover embodies administrative problems which we believe 
can best be solved by the Secretary of Agriculture. Problems can be 
expected to arise which may not or perhaps cannot be fully antici- 
pated in the enabling legislation. 

S. 1128, as contrasted with S. 313, does not grant the Secretary the 
same flexibility. Neither does it provide for any greater assurance 
to the consumer of a better inspections program. 

S. 1128 provides that the inspections program shall be carried on 
under the Agricultural Research Service. Presumably this means 
it will be under the red-meat inspections program. 

The poultry industry has worked for years to get itself classified 
as something other than a stepchild of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. We fear that if the inspections program is placed under the 
Red Meat Branch of ARS we will find our industry at a serious dis- 
advantage. It may become secondary to red-meat inspections. After 
all, red meat is our strongest competitor. 

Between 10 and 11 percent of the consumer’s food dollars go for 
poultry and poultry products. This is an important food industry. 

There was in 1956 a crop of 76 million turkeys marketed, along 
with one and a quarter billion broilers and millions of hens and farm 
fryers. This tremendous outpouring of foodstuffs is too great to be 
submerged under a program that handles a mere 100 million red- 
meat animals. 

It is unlikely that inspection rules for red meats and poultry can be 
identical in every respect. The inspections problem from the stand- 
point of units handled is far greater in the case of poultry. 

S. 313 provides for ante-mortem and post-mortem inspections and/ 
or both at the direction of the Secretary to the extent he deems neces- 
sary for the protection of workers and consumers. This is the entire 
purpose of the enabling legislation. 
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We believe that the Secretary of Agriculture should be empowered 
to make fullest use of the current facilities for inspecting poultry. 
The success of the program is not a matter of speculation. The volun- 
tary program has built a record of 28 years of service. Permitting the 
compulsory program under the poultry division of AMS will assure 
maximum utilization of this record of experience. 

Our position is that the administrator should be given the power 
to establish procedures in keeping with the latest scientific knowledge. 
Some of the answers to proper and adequate ante-mortem inspection 
lie locked in future research. They cannot be determined by any of us 
here. 

Legislation establishing a program for compulsory inspection of 
poultry for wholesomeness should be confined to the announced goals 
and provide the Secretary of Agriculture with the flexibility to adjust 
the program (a) to the extent required to assure the protection of 
workers and consumers and (6) in keeping with scientific progress. 

We believe this can be accomplished within the framework of S. 313. 

The CuarrmMan. Any questions? 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to ask why this 
gentleman feels that S. 1128 does not provide the same flexibility as 
the other bill. 

Mr. Green. Senator, your explanation this morning was very grate- 
fully received and accepted as being very satisfactory. However, in 
reading the bill, that interpretation could not be made because of the 
use of the word “shall” which does not denote the same amount of 
flexibility. 

Senator Humrnrey. But you do say in your statement that it does 
not provide for the same flexibility. Now, what is the difference? 
What makes you say that S. 1128 does not provide for that flexibility ? 

Mr. Green. It does, to a certain extent. 

Senator Humpnurey. It provides for even more cooperation with 
local and State government officials ? 

Mr. Green. Our main contention with regard to S. 1128 is in the 
branch of the government that shall administer it. 

Senator Humpeurey. Oh, now, so what you are saying is that the 
Agricultural Research Service should not have the control ? 

Mr. Green. Exactly, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Even though Agricultural Marketing Service 
has no poultry inspection division ? 

Mr. Green. That is true. 

Senator Humrpurey. It has a marketing division. 

Mr. Green. That is true. 

Senator Humpurey. So they do not even have a history there of 
compulsory inspection, in Agricultural Marketing. 

Mr. Green. That is true. R 

Senator Humpnrey. But in Agricultural Research, what you are 
worrying about is the red-meat inspection, aren’t you ? : 

Mr. Green. Exactly right. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, why don’t you have enough confidence to 
believe that the poultry industry is entitled to a separate branch ? 

Mr. Green. We would like to believe that, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. And that is exactly what you have in mind. 

Mr. Green. That is what we would like, and attempt to get it 
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Senator Humeurery. And I think you are entitled to it. 

Mr. Green. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Green. Thank you. 

The Crarrman. If there are no further questions, we thank you, 
Mr. Green. 

Now, I am going to call the following witnesses : 

Clem Thurnbeck, of the National Turkey Federation; will you step 
forward, please ? 

Next, Mr. Henry J. Pankratz—I understand these gentlemen are 
willing to file their statements and one will speak for all. Is Jack 
Tallman present? And Mr. W..D. Bolton, and Mr. Lawrence Erick- 
son, and Mr. Ear! Olsen, and Mr. T. H. Christgau ? 

I was informed by the clerk of the committee that you gentlemen 
will present your statements for the record and one of your group will 
present your case. 

Mr. Tavrnseck. That is right. 

The Crarrman. And you have made your selection ? 

Mr. Tuvurnseck. Yes. 

Senator Torr. Take a good look at those gentlemen there, Mr. 
Chairman, they are all Minnesota representatives. 

The Cratrman. I know that. 

Senator Humrnmrey. And they raise the best turkeys and chickens 
in the world. 

Senator Arken. They do raise a lot of turkeys. 

Senator Horzann. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman, to say that I 
had the pleasure of being on a hearing committee of this committee 
where we ment to Worthington, Minn., and there I noticed a modest 
sign proclaiming that it was “The Turkey Capital of the World.” 
Is anybody here representing the turkey capital of the world ¢ 

Senator Humpnrey. Well, all of them are. 

The Cratrman. And I remember that very well. 

(Statement of the witnesses referred to above are as follows:) 





STATEMENT FILED By J. W. TALLMAN, JR., GENERAL MANAGER, FARIBAULT TURKEYS, 
Inc., FARIBAULT, MINN., AND VICE PRESIDENT, MINNESOTA TURKEY GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION 


My name is J. W. Tallman, Jr., of Faribault, Minn. I am vice president 
of the Minnesota Turkey Growers Association, and general manager of Faribault 
Turkeys, Inc. The Minnesota Turkey Growers Association is a nonprofit organi- 
zation representing 1,800 turkey growers. Faribault Turkeys, Inc., is a co- 
operative processing and marketing organization of 250 patrons, all turkey 
growers. 

I am authorized by the Minnesota Turkey Growers Association and Faribault 
Turkeys, Inc., to voice their approval of S. 313 and S. 645, and opposed to S. 
1128. The first named bills are similar and either would obtain the desired 
results. 

There are two major parts of S. 1128 which, we believe, are unreasonable and 
impractical. 

On inspection techniques, it is important that inspection be made as effective 
as possible without undue restriction hampering the use of new research findings 
in this field. 

The second objection is that S. 1128 would specifically place mandatory in- 
spection under the Agricultural Research Service (ARS), United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which is the Department now handling red meat inspection. 

We presently have a voluntary inspection of poultry for wholesomeness under 
the United States Department of Agriculture. Also, with this Department, 
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under AMS, is the grading service, which, in our opinion, should not, and could 
not, for all practical purposes, be separated. It would seem only logical that 
inspection of poultry for wholesomeness should be left in the poultry depart- 
ment, rather than under an agency that has had no experience in the field of 
poultry inspection. 

I do not want to give the impression that I am against mandatory inspec- 
tion. I am wholeheartedly for a program of this type, but would like to see it 
handled on a basis that would give the consumer the most protection and be most 
workable for the poultry industry. 

Therefore, we request that this committee recommend the provisions of bills 
S. 313 and S. 645, because, in our estimation, this will do the most good for the 
poultry industry of the United States and give the consumer the finest and 
most wholesome products. 


STATEMENT FILED By Henry J. PANKRATZ, MOUNTAIN LAKE, MINN. 


I am Henry J. Pankratz, farmer and turkey grower from Mountain Lake, 
Minn. I have served as a director of the Minnesota Turkey Growers Associa- 
tion for 9 years and I am a past president of the association. At the present 
time I am a director of the National Turkey Federation. I have no material 
interest in any processing plant. 

As a turkey grower, I have always been interested in proper processing and 
inspection of the produce I grow on my farm. It is very obvious to me that as 
a farmer, I can prosper only to the extent that my produce is offered to the 
consumer as an appetizing and wholesome food. 

Consequently, my testimony to this committee is primarily in the form of a 
tribute to the many fine processing plants in my State with whom I have done 
business since 1939. 

I started growing turkeys when poultry was merely one phase of diversified 
farming; when turkeys were killed in the barn, frozen in the woodshed, packed 
in barrels and shipped to the consumer in the big cities. Today, poultry is one 
of the big industries in agriculture. 

For this tremendous growth, I give a great deal of credit to our processors, 
who have cooperated with our State experiment stations and the United States 
Department of Agriculture to put into practice the practical and scientific 
knowledge to give the American consumer the nutritious and wholesome poultry 
products we see on the market today. 

Most of our progressive processors have incorporated voluntary inspection of 
poultry by the Poultry Division of the Department of Agriculture. Unfortu- 
nately some plants have not adopted this practice. 

Therefore, I, a farmer and turkey grower, being vitally interested in improv- 
ing my, and my fellow producers’ position in the American economy, favor the 
passage of bill S. 313, to bring all poultry processors under mandatory inspec- 
tion by the Poultry Division of the Department of Agriculture. This Depart- 
ment has rendered a tremendous service to the poultry producer as well as the 
processor where they have operated on a voluntary basis. 

I believe that I do not speak only for myself, but for thousands of farmers in 
my State when I express my gratitude to our State experiment stations, and 
the United States Department of Agriculture for the services they have ren- 
dered to raise the living standards of the American farmer. 

Twenty years ago my mother would not have served her family the poultry 
our neighbor shipped to the big city, but today my wife can serve with econfi- 
dence, poultry which bears the inspection stamp of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT Fired py LAWRENCE Erickson, Norrest TurKEY GROWERS ASSOCIA- 
TION, MADELIA, MINN., ALSO REPRESENTING THE SOUTHERN MINNESOTA TURKEY 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Lawrence Erickson, of 
Madelia, Minn. I operate a cooperative poultry processing plant which is a mem- 
ber of the Norbest Turkey Growers Association. Norbest Cooperative Turkey 
Growers Association has 13 member plants processing over 90 million pounds of 
turkey annually. I am representing this group here today. Of the 13 plants, 
3 are located in Minnesota and the other 10 in the Midwest and the Western 
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United States. All of these plants are operating under voluntary inspection 
and we all have a veterinary stationed in our plants who inspects our product 
for wholesomeness and our plants for sanitation. We also have a USDA grader 
supervising and grading our poultry. 

We have never had a single instance of unclean or unwholesome product in any 
of these 13 inspected plants and the consumer has been able to buy a good product. 
The consumer has purchased more and more of our product each year, which 
speaks well for our inspection service. We know that the consumer must be 
satisfied and we want them to have the best product we can produce. We feel 
that the inspection service can best be served under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture because as new developments and new techniques are devel- 
oped regulations must be flexible. 

We also feel that one branch of the Government should handle the entire 
service, aS we can call one office and get a quick answer, which is needed, and 
we won't get bogged down with redtape. 

I have operated poultry processing plants since 1934. I have seen the turkey 
business grow from a small farm sideline to a major enterprise. The plants, too, 
have of necessity developed from a smali hand operation to a highly specialized 
large volume operation. Wonderful progress has been made in sanitary procedure 
and new techniques over the past 10 years. 

We are in favor of compulsory inspection and we will continue to develop under 
the present inspection service. We can see nothing but real progress ahead. Mrs. 
Consumer is our real boss, and she will keep us in business only if we give her 
the best product which can be produced. 





STATEMENT FILED BY EARL B. OLSON, PRESIDENT, FARMERS PRODUCE Co., 
WILLMAR, MINN. 


I am Earl B. Olson, president of Farmers Produce Co., of Willmar, Minn., 
where our plant is located and where we processed over 3 million head of tur- 
keys in 1956 which were bought in Minnesota and North and South Dakota. 

Our plant has been under the United States Department of Agriculture 
Poultry Inspection Service and Grading Service since we started processing 
and shipping ready-to-cook poultry. Last year, in our plant alone, we employed 
3 licensed veterinarians plus 3 lay inspectors and 3 Government graders. We 
shipped eviscerated turkeys to over half of all States in the United States in 
addition to Canada and to the armed services. We have in our files hundreds of 
letters from housewives and servicemen from all parts of the United States and 
European countries praising the quality of our turkeys. We have discussed this 
inspection of turkeys with our growers and with large receivers of turkeys and 
they recommend and endorse the adoption of the general provisions of S. 313 
and S. 645 and without question are opposed to S. 1128. 

It is our desire that inspection of poultry should be left with the poultry 
branch of the Department of Agriculture because of the qualified job the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture has done, and also the real experience that his Department 
has received in the past 28 years. 

With poultry products now being the third largest producer of farm income 
in the United States and with approximately 20-percent increase in turkeys 
alone to be raised in 1957, we believe for the good of the poultry industry and 
the housewife that mandatory inspector of poultry should be under the United 
States Department of Agriculture, Poultry Division. 

We thank this committee for their time to allow us to present our thoughts 
concerning inspection and grading of poultry products. 





STATEMENT FILED sy T. H. CHrISTGAU, MANAGER, POULTRY AND TURKEY PROCESS- 
OPERATIONS, LAND O’ LAKES CREAMERIES, INC., MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


I am T. H. Christgau. My home is in Minneapolis, Minn. My statement is 
on behalf of Land O’ Lakes Creameries, Inc., of Minneapolis, Minn., where I 
supervise all poultry processing operations. 

Of the several proposals for consideration, Land O’ Lakes endorses §S. 313. 
We are opposed to 8. 1128, because that bill would remove the inspection service 
from the poultry branch, where it is now administered in cooperation with the 
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standardization and grading services for poultry. Grading and inspection are 
often necessary in the same operation. We want to know what the grade of 
the poultry is either before or after inspection. Consequently, both services 
are necessary, and they complement each other. Smooth and efficient operation 
within our plants comes from having both services under a single administration. 
Confusion inevitably follows jurisdictional separation of operations which are 
naturally complementary. 

We see no possibility that the meat inspection branch might be more effective 
in the application of the service than the poultry branch. Both the services are 
based on the employment of licensed veterinarians, who inspect the poultry for 
disease and wholesomeness. 

Since licensed veterinarians are the operating personnel, we see no reason 
for believing that they would be more effective under the meat inspection 
branch than under the poultry branch. Consequently, the reasons for removing 
the service from the poultry branch to the meat inspection branch are not well 
based. 

S. 1128 makes it mandatory for inspectors to be United States Government 
employees. We feel that this should be left up to the administrative authority. 
Since many poultry plants are seasonal, there are times when the actual in- 
spection employees could be part of a State agency under contract with the 
Federal Government. We operate under such a program in North Dakota 
now, and the results have proven to be beyond reproach. Such a program makes 
it possible for producers in sparsely populated areas to get service from small 
plants near home. 

We favor mandatory inspection of poultry. Land O’Lakes has used the 
United States Department of Agriculture’s poultry inspection service since we 
started processing and marketing ready-to-cook poultry. We used the service 
of standardization and grading long before that time. We believe both services 
have always been fair. They have also been firm. We have never known the 
inspectors to ease their requirements to reduce the volume of rejected poultry 
as a result of industry pressure. 

Poultry processors are thoroughly convinced of the value of the inspection 
service, both to themselves and to their customers. We are disturbed about 
the things which have been said in the press and in public hearings in recent 
months about the products of our industry. We believe that some of these 
implications might be difficult to defend with reference to their application to 
the inspection service. The things which have been suggested are the very 
things for the elimination of which the service was built up, and the processors 
throughout the country have worked in cooperation with the administrators 
of the service to accomplish the very objectives for which we have been criticized. 
We, at Land O’Lakes, require the highest reasonable degree of perfection in 
the poultry which we process, because we not only find it necessary to repre- 
sent this poultry to our customers without reservation, but we also use it in 
our own homes. With these observations, I reiterate the position of Land 
O’Lakes Creameries that: 

(a) The existing service can, and will, accomplish anything that can be ac- 
complished by changing administration. 

(b) The service to poultry processors will, of necessity, be less efficient if 
duplicated administrations are set up for naturally complementary functions. 

(c) Small plants and producers in certain areas will suffer serious handicaps 
under S. 1128. 


For these reasons, the management and patrons of Land O’Lakes Creameries 
wholeheartedly endorse the adoption of S, 313, and are strongly opposed to 
S. 1128. 


Thank you very much. 


Senator Tuyr. Well, Mr. Chairman, since we have made mention 
of these men who represent the State of Minnesota, the producers and 
processors and organizations, I have a letter here from L. L. Baum- 
gartner, the secretary-treasurer of the Minnesota Poultry Hatchery 
Association. Mr. Baumgartner had intended to be here today, but 
he wrote me this letter dated February 23 saying that he was unable 
to be present. He has enclosed a statement headed, “Federal Inspec- 
tion of Poultry Very Important.” It is signed by L. L. Baumgartner, 
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secretary, Minnesota Poultry Hatchery Association, and I ask unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Chairman, that it be inserted in the record. 

The CHairman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


FEDERAL INSPECTION OF POULTRY VERY IMPORTANT 


From information just received, the poultry industry has a new and very seri- 
ous problem which has come about because of a bill just recently introduced in 
the United States Senate by Senator Hubert Humphrey. I have every reason to 
believe that the objectionable provisions of Senator Humphrey’s bill come about 
only because of the Senator’s unfamiliarity with the real problems of our industry. 

The real proponents of a Federal inspection bill are the Amalgamated Meat 
Cutters & Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL. For some unknown reason 
they accumulated a large sum of money to get such a bill passed by the Congress. 
It seems that it all developed because of a controversy between labor and manage- 
ment in the South. 

Be that as it may, never let it be said that we, as an industry, are against Fed- 
eral poultry inspection, in view of the fact that we must take the position that our 
consumers are entitled to all possible protection. By the same token we are 
aware of the fact that the Congress could pass a compulsory poultry inspection 
law that could easily put all small processors and dressing plants out of busi- 
ness, and that would be a tremendous setback for the industry. Senator Hum- 
phrey’s bill which is known as §. 1128 first places the compulsory inspection pro- 
vision of the law under the United States Department of Agriculture, that 
Department which is now responsible for the inspection of red meat. Should 
this provision of Senator Humphrey’s bill become law, the poultry industry of 
the United States could well become the unfortunate stepchild of the producers 
of red meat. It is our belief that the compulsory Federal inspection of poultry 
should be placed under the poultry division of the USDA Agricultural Marketing 
Service. This division is now responsible for and are administering the volun- 
tary poultry inspection program, and would be fully capable of expanding this 
service to take care of the proposed Federal poultry inspection law. Secondly, 
Senator Humpbhrey’s bill calls for ante mortem inspection which means live in- 
spection of the poultry as it arrives at the processing plant. Our objection to 
ante mortem is that by the best of authority that we have to date is that ante 
mortem would be impractical due to the fact that up to the present time the 
majority of our veterinarians and pathologists are not definitely in agreement on 
just what should be looked for in ante mortem and that only a post mortem 
eould determine whether or not such poultry would be acceptable for human 
food and that the veterinarian on the processing line would be fully capable of 
rejecting any and all poultry not acceptable for human food. 

Again—you have a real responsibility. I would recommend that you immedi- 
ately wire or write Senator Humphrey and send your letter airmail, something 
along this line: 

“In my opinion the compulsory inspection bill, S. 1128, which you intro- 
duced in the Senate should be transferred from the red meat division of the 
USDA to the poultry division marketing service. Otherwise poultry could 
become an unfortunate stepchild of red meat.” Or you could say “could be- 
come subordinated to red meat.” 

I am sure you will agree that as time passes on, there is going to be more of a 
struggle between the various commodity groups, such as red meat and poultry, 
for the consumer’s dollar. It should be pointed out that it is not our intention 
to take advantage of the red meat people. By the same token, we do not want 
to be placed in a position where they could take advantage of us. 

So get busy and get your telegram or airmail letter on the way at once. 


MINNESOTA PoULTRY HATCHERY ASSOCIATION, 
L. L. BAUMGARTNER, Secretary. 
The Cuatrman. And in that connection I wish to place in the record 
a letter from Senator James E. Murray, dated February 26, 1957, on 
the same subject; and we have several other letters that the Committee 
Clerk will see are put in the record. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
February 26, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr. 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. OHAIRMAN: Since I will be unable to appear at your hearings on 
compulsory poultry inspection, | would appreciate your making this letter a part 
of your record and distributing to the members of your committee the enclosed 
copies of a report on the subject filed last year for the Subcommittee on Legisla- 
tion Affecting the Food and Drug Administration of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee. 

It is important that a system of poultry inspection which has the full confidence 
of consumers be established. Unless there is consumer confidence in the inspec- 
tion, this matter will be before Congress constantly unitl it is achieved. ‘There 
already have been requests to our subcommittee to consider again at this session 
legislation placing poultry inspection in the Food and Drug Administration. 
Those who propose it feel that the bill reported by the Agriculture Committee 
near the close of the last Congress was dangerous and unsatisfactory and are, in 
my opinion, prematurely judging what your committee will report this year. 

I have joined as a sponsor of Senator Hubert Humphrey’s measure to establish 
compulsory poultry inspection in the red meat division of the Agricultural 
Reserach Service because it meets minimum requirements and will be acceptable 
to consumer groups, State health officials and others involved. 

The Humphrey measure contains three provisions which are “musts :” 

1. It places administration of inspection in the red meat branch of the Agricul- 
tural Research Service. 

As the enclosed report indicates, consumers justifiably lack confidence in the 
voluntary poultry inspection conducted by the marketing branch of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Emphasis has been on assisting in marketing. Inspection 
and inspectors are not independent of processors. Officials are inclined to com- 
promise consumer interest to keep inspection from being onerous on those who 
use it. The attitude of the Department of Agriculture toward ante mortem 
inspection and insistence on keeping administration in a branch devoted to mar- 
keting objectives and highly susceptible to industry influence was itself evidnece 
that protection of consumers was secondary to industry approbation. 

Serious question of the propriety of maintaining any of our consumer protec- 
tive services in a Department primarily concerned with production and marketing 
of farm commodities has been raised. But our subcommittee felt, in view of the 
excellent record of the meat-inspection branch and the reluctance of Food and 
Drug Administration to undertake poultry inspection, a compromise on the meat- 
inspection branch would be acceptable. Correspondence from consumer groups, 
public health officials, veterinarians, and others indicates that designation of the 
meat-inspection branch is still acceptable. But permitting the inspection to 
remain in a marketing agency continues to be wholly unacceptable. 

2. Ante mortem inspection is mandatory in the Humphrey bill. It is essen- 
tial to protect workers in the industry. There have been three new outbreaks of 
psittacosis during the year, and only ante mortem inspection can detect psitta- 
cosis and, therefore, prevent its transmission to humans. It is also essential to 
assure consumers that they are not getting fowl that was diseased or even 
deceased on arrival at the slaughtering plant. 

Evidence before our subcommittee indicated that most communicable diseases 
can be neutralized by cooking. But some would require high, prolonged tempera- 
tures unlikely to be used. Others might contaminate utensils and be transferred 
later to cooked poultry products and on to humans. 

Finally, even though health hazards were all certainly overcome by cooking, 
the consumer is entitled, as one witness put it, to protection against being sold 
garbage for food. 

3. The penalty provisions of the Humphrey bill are enforceable. The word 
“knowingly”, which was in the Agriculture Committee bill last year, has been 
deleted. Experience of the Food and Drug Administration shows that the word 
“knowingly” makes penalties virtually unenforceable. Persons who engage in 
poultry processing should be willing to accept responsibility for a clean, whole- 
some and healthful product. 

Further, the insertion of a provision that penalties apply only to “knowing” 
violations in a poultry inspection act could set a precedent that would be the 
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basis for attacking our food and drub laws and have regrettable consequences far 
beyond the immediate poultry field. 


I urge your Committee to report the Humphrey bill and not to weaken its 
provisions. The measure already represents a compromise by consumer and 
health groups. Any further weakening will unquestionably mean continued 


agitation for a more adequate measure, consumer distrust of poultry products 
and injury to the industry. 


The best long term interests of the poultry industry are to accept inspection 
with consumer protection standards that make poultry the unquestioned equal 
of red meats for wholesomeness. If the inspection, in the minds of consumers, 


is inferior to red meat inspection, the poultry industry will in the long run suffer 
in the markets. 


I appreciate your courtesy and that of the Committee. 
Sincerely, 


JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting the Food and Drug Administration. 


(Nore.—The report referred to above is 8. Doc. 129, 84th Congress, 
2d Sess. ) 

The Cuairman. All right. Now, you gentlemen have heard quite 
a lot of testimony this morning. Is there anything that you can add 
to what has been said ? 


STATEMENT OF CLEMENT N. THURNBECK, VICE PRESIDENT, NA- 
TIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION, FOREST LAKE, MINN.; ALSO 


REPRESENTING THE MINNESOTA TURKEY GROWERS ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Tuurnseck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I represent the National Turkey Federation and also the Minnesota 
Turkey Growers Association. ‘These men here with me all represent 
different groups, producers, and processors, groups and other groups 
in the State of Minnesota and it has been suggested and they have 
volunteered to submit their testimony for the record and I have been 
requested to submit my testimony on behalf of the National Turkey 
Federation and the Minnesota industry. 

The Carman. Very well. Will you gentlemen simply file the 
statements with the clerk and they will be printed in the record as a 
whole, and will be considered as though read ¢ 

Proceed, Mr. Thurnbeck. 

Mr. Tuurneeck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Clement N. Thurnbeck. I am a farmer and turkey 
grower from Forest Lake, Minn. As vice president of the National 
Turkey Federation, I am authorized to speak for the 10,000 turkey 
growers who live with their families on farms in the 48 States of the 
United States. I am also a past president and at present a member 
of the board of directors of the Minnesota Turkey Growers Associa- 
tion, and am authorized to speak for 1,800 turkey growers who live 
with their families on farms in Minnesota. 

Our organization recognizes the great importance of the subject 
upon which this committee is deliberating. We believe it is just as 


important to the poultry producer as to the consumer that the health 
eat welfare of the consuming public be protected. It is for this rea- 
son that the National Turkey Federation has given the utmost support 
and cooperation to the voluntary poultry inspection program and will 
give the same support to a mandatory inspection program. 
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The committee has before it three bills, S. 1128, S. 313 and S. 645. 
All of these bills provide for mandatory inspection. Of these 3 bills, 
we oppose S. 1128 and favor S. 313 and S. 645. 

The National Turkey Federation has welcomed the many services 
that. have been developed by the Department of Agriculture. We 
have enthusiastically received the many achiev ements of the Depart- 
ment. These contributions have made possible great advancement in 
human welfare and have enabled the farmers of the Nation to provide 
a plentiful supply of quality food products for the citizens of this 
great Nation. 

One of these great services of the Department is our present program 
of voluntary inspection of poultry and poultry products for whole- 
someness. Since a very large part of the poultry marketed in the 
country at the present time is under this voluntary inspection program, 
this is rendering a valuable service to both producers and consumers. 

The National Turkey Federation, in convention in January of this 
year, passed a resolution recommending that any program of man- 
datory poultry inspection should be administered by the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, which is administering the voluntary poultry 
inspection service. 

We fully realize that administering a mandatory program may be 
somewhat different from a voluntary program. However, it is only 
logical that an established Government agency of this kind could 
render a far more effective, efficient, and economical service, both in 
the interests of the producer and the consumer, in administering a 
mandatory program. 

We hear a great deal from our Government leaders about decreasing 
the cost of Government through greater efficiency. Certainly, it w ould 
be a logical deduction that an agency already established and admin- 
istering a voluntary poultry inspection program could administer 
such a program more efficiently, therefore at lower cost to the taxpayer, 
than to throw such a program into the hands of another Government 
agency. 

The National Turkey Federation objects to several provisions of 
S. 1128 on the grounds they would work a great hardship on all 
turkey processors, would put out of business many small farm proc- 
essors and ultimately would increase the cost of turkeys to the 
consumers. 

We hear a great deal today about protecting the interests of smal] 
business and the small farmers. There are hundreds of small proc- 
essors, including a great many farm processors who are giving the 
consuming public high quality turkeys and poultry products. We 
oppose S. “1128 on the grounds it would work undue hardship on these 
small processors, even to the extent of putting them completely out 
of business. This is not the American way - life. 

We sincerely believe the provisions of 8. 313 and S- 645 make it 
possible for more of these small processors to ‘cenait in business and 
at the same time will give superior quality turkey and poultry prod- 
ucts to the consumer. 

These bills place the responsibility in the hands of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. Their provisions are clear and enforceable. He is 
authorized to conduct a mandatory poultry inspection service in the 
best interests of both the producer and the consumer. 
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The National Turkey Federation recommends to you the enactment 
of S$. 313, S. 645 or either of these bills, with appropriate amendments 
to include the best features of the other. 

As the representative of the National Turkey Federation and the 
Minnesota Turkey Growers Association, I thank you for the privilege 
of presenting our views for whatever value they might be. 

Senator Jounston. Mr. Chairman, before there are any questions 
of the witness, I regret that I have to leave but I wish to introduce 
for the record a telegram addressed to me and signed by J. E. 
Eldridge, president, Sumter Chamber of Commerce of Sumter, S. C., 
in reference to the matter under discussion. 

Also I have a letter from Norman Sanders, general manager, Farm- 
ers Cooperative Exchange, Inc., of Columbia, S. C., dated January 
22, 1957, and I ask that that letter be incorporated into this record. 

And also a letter from Mr. J. W. Marshall, of Belton, S. C., which 
I ask be incorporated in this record. 


The CrHairman. Without objection, the telegram and the letters 
will be so printed in the testimony. 
(The material referred to is as follows :) 


FARMERS COOPERATIVE BxCHANGE, INC., 
Columbia, 8. C., January 22, 1957. 
Hon. Orin D. JOHNSTON, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: I respectively call to your attention a recent bill which is 
listed as 8. 645. This bill being introduced in the Senate on Thursday, January 
17, by Senators Talmadge and Russell, of Georgia, along with Senators Young, 
Eastland, Stennis, and Sparkman. This bill was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry and it is my impression that it will be assigned to 
the Subcommittee on Agriculture and Research and General Legislation. 

Senator Johnston, as you will note upon inspection of this bill, that it has 
to do with the inspection of poultry at poultry processing plants. I am sure 
that you have heard of several other bills that appeared in the last Congress 
with respect to inspection of poultry at the processing level. I have studied 
briefly this bill that was introduced on January 17, and as it appears to me from 
my knowledge of poultry as is produced on the farms and processed in the cities 
and finally reaching the consuming public through the retail channels, that the 
details of this bill seemingly are more adequate and workable than anything 
that I have seen presented so far. I would hasten to say that I am perfectly 
in accord with the apparent desire of the American public to be assured of 
the wholesomeness of poultry meats at the retail counters. At the same time, 
I am somewhat of the opinion that this can be assured through a mandatory 
inspection law and at the same time give a measure of protection to the indi- 
vidual farmers of South Carolina and a more favorable return for better 
quality products produced and sold through processing plants. 

Senator, I am sure that you are very familiar with the poultry development 
in South Carolina. Frankly, of recent years the trend of this development has 
not been too much to my liking in that its tendency is in the direction of an 
integrated enterprise that is depriving individual farmers of the ability to 
operate poultry farms and compete with the packaged deal that is offered by 
financiers and feed manufacturers. Knowing of your interest in the small 
farmer, small-business man, and laboring people of our State, I took the liberty 
of bringing to your attention this bill in that, I believe, that it is the best bill 
that has been introduced thus far and it is possibly deserving of your attention 
and assistance in passage. 

Our organization is the Farmers Cooperative Exchange. Organized in 1940 by 
70 farmers it now has a membership of 5,645 farmers of central South Carolina. 
We are independent of the Farmers Cooperative Exchange of North Carolina with 
offices at Raleigh, N. C., and are completely owned and controlled by our farmer 
stockholders. I bring this to your attention in that you might have the opinion 
that we are a part of an outer State organization. I would add that our organiza- 
tion has the largest egg marketing program functioning in central South Carolina 
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that I am familiar with and we are very proud of its accomplishments for South 
Carolina farmers. Therefore, we would appreciate your consideration with 
respect to maintaining a healthy program on a national basis that might affect 
our farmers here at home. 
With kindest personal regards, I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 
NorMAN SANDERS, General Manager. 





Sumter, 8. C., February 25, 1957. 
Senator OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Request your support of S. 645 and S. 313 requiring Federal poultry inspection. 
Urge opposition to 8. 1128 as detrimental bill. Please give us your feelings on 
these bills being considered by Senate Agricultural and Forestry Committee. 


J. E. ELDRIDGE, 
President, Sumter Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 


Bet Ton, 8. C., January 17, 1957. 
Hon. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: We have gone all out jn promoting the poultry in- 
dustry in the territory that we cover in South Carolina. We have not only been 
offering a market to farmers for poultry but also producing, financing produc- 
tion, and otherwise supervising and encouraging it. We understand from others 
that our processing plant at the farmers wholesale market in Greenville is per- 
haps the largest in the State, at least volumewise. Although most of the poul- 
try processed by us is distributed by our retail outlets in the upper part of the 
State, we still distribute several thousand pounds each week outside of the 
State. 

We are members of such organizations as the Southeastern Poultry Associa- 
tion, The Poultry & Egg National Board, and the National Broiler Council. 
Being vitally interested in the industry as a whole we are naturally concerned 
about the bills being brought up before the Congress relative to mandatory 
poultry inspection. 

The industry has made great progress in the past few years toward doing 
a better job in every respect. In making this progress the poultry plants es- 
pecially have had the help of the United States Department of Agriculture, State 
and local agencies. In our own business we are aware of this progress because 
of the necessity each year of large expenditures in order to keep up with the 
latest trends, new methods, and modern equipment. However, in spite of this 
we feel for sure that a standard inspection is the coming thing and we certainly 
do not oppose it. 

However, of the 2 bills that we understand are up for consideration, 1 of them 
could be very detrimental to the processing and marketing phase of the industry. 
The other bill, which I believe is referred to as the Aiken bill—H. R. 514 and 
S. 3588—is supported by the processing industry, farm organizations, and I 
understand by the Agriculture Department. Under this bill, the inspection 
would remain under the United States Department of Agriculture which has 
already been doing a splendid job under the present voluntary inspection setup. 
They have had experience with it and understand the problems involved. The 
bill of which we are in favor also will give the processing industry sufficient 
time to get ready for the compulsory inspection. This in itself is a very im- 
portant factor. 

We wanted you to understand our position relative to this matter. We feel 
that you can be of much help to us in making sure that the wrong bill is not 
passed. If there is anything that you might not understand relative to the 
workings of the poultry industry and we can be of help to you, don’t hesitate 
to call on us. 

Respectfully, 
MARSHALL Farms, 
J. W. MARSHALL. 
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The CHarrman. Now. Senator Humphrey, do you desire to ask 
questions ? 

Senator Humpnrey. I surely do. I am very happy to see Mr. 
Thurnbeck back here; he and I had a little visit Oe raiae 

Mr. Thurnbeck, are you for poultry-inspection service in the De- 
partment of Agriculture that has equal status to the meat-inspection 
division ? 

Mr. THurnBeck. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are? 

Mr. THuRNBECK. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And do you feel that that is the objective 
that we should have in order to give status and stature, a poultry 
inspection branch in the Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Tuurnpeck. That is right, sir, and a good service, of course, 
being close to the industry and recognizing the problems in aplying the 
service, that would be the net result that we all want, that is, a better 
consumer product. 

Senator Humpurey. Exactly. Now, the Meat Inspection Service 
isin the Agricultural Research Service: correct ? 

Mr. Tuurneeck. That is right, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And you were worried that S. 1128 was de- 
signed to put the poultry inspection under the Meat Inspection; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. TuHurnseck. That is our understanding. 

Senator Humpnrey. Who gave you that understanding? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Well, the bill provides for the placing of manda- 
tory inspection service, in S. 1128, is that not correct? 

Senator Humpnurey. That is correct, but does that say it should 
be under the Meat Inspection Service ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Well, it would be placed in the Meat Inspection, 
with it 

Senator Humpnrey. No—there are many services, there are many 
branches and subunits under the Agricultural Research Service, which 
is a whole division in the Department of Agriculture, which was set 
up by the present Secretary of Agriculture. Do you think that the 
present Secretary of Agriculture would subordinate the poultry in- 
spection under the Red Meat Inspection ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Not willingly, sir; and perhaps that would never 
happen. However, our feeling, of course, is that for the poultry in- 
dustry—and it is the poultry industry we are considering—that this 
poultry industry is just barely coming of age, and it has emerged 
from the backyard into a commercial industry 

Senator Humpurey. Right. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. And it has turned over night into a big operation. 

I think that the identity of the poultry erm | is necessary to per- 
mit the development within the industry, to safeguard the industry 
and its product as it goes to the consumer. 

Senator Humpnrey. And there is no argument about that, the only 
question here is where the inspection service ought to go, and Senator 
Aiken’s bill says to let the Secretary determine. So if the Secretary 
does determine that it should go into the Agricultural Research Serv- 
ice—which is very probable, because you already have the meat inspec- 
tion over there, and it is probable he will put the poultry inspection 
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there, where he has all of his technicians—then what are you going to 
say about it? 

Mr. Truurnsecx. That possibility is very likely, sir, and if that 
should happen the industry, I am sure, would resign itself to it. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, is there anything at all in S. 1128 that 
says that they are going to subordinate the poultry inspection, par- 
ticularly when you read “the statement of the sponsors of the bill, who 

said that there should be a separate poultry branch, separate from the 
meat inspection, and that is what I said when the bill was introduced ? 

Now, I did not want to spell it out because I too wanted to leave to 
the Secretary some discretion, and so I did not spell it out in the bill 
that the inspection should be in a separately poultry branch. 

However, in the introduction of the bill I made it quite clear, and 
I want to know where you got the idea that meat inspection is going 
to dominate. 

Look at the sponsors of the bill. You have myself. Then you have 
Senator Murray, you have Senator Margaret Chase Smith of Maine, 
you have Senator Jackson, Senator Langer, Senator Douglas, Senator 
Green, Senator McNamara, Senator Magnuson, Senator Mansfield, 
Senator Morse, Senator Neuberger—do you think that they want to 
subordinate this industry 4 

Mr. Tuurnseck. I am sure they would not. 

Senator Humrnrey. Well, they are all sponsors of the bill. And 
it is interesting to note that they have not been receiving any deluge of 
protest messages. I have been the recipient of all of those, and I 
don’t know how it happened—it must be they just like me better, be- 
cause I got all of the telegrams. 

Mr. THurNseEcK. I am sure there was not anything personal. 

The CHarrmMan. You may be the only one that appeared in the 
papers. 

Senator Humpurey. No; there was not much publicity. It must 
have got into the trade journals. 

Now, you do know my views? 

Mr. THurNbeck. Y es, sir. 

Senator Humrpnrey. And I do not think that there is any chance of 
mistreatment of the industry, or that it will not get equal stature with 
the meat inspection—that is what you want ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. And that is what you want to see by this com- 
mittee, at least in its report if not in the bill. 

Mr. THurnBEcK. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humrenurey. Now, Mr. Thurnbeck, I would like to ask you 
why you said this: 

The National Turkey Federation objects to several provisions of S. 1128 
on the grounds that they would work a great hardship on all turkey processors, 
would put out of business many small farm processors, and ultimately would 
increase the cost of turkeys to the consumers. 

First of all, my bill exempts small farm processors. How would 
you put them out of business if you do not even touch them ? 

Mr. Tuurneeck. Except—I think it is pretty hard to say that it 
loes exempt small processors. 

Senator Humpnrey. Well now, wait a minute before you say that. 


Would you like to turn to page 12 of the bill where the exemptions 
are noted under section 15? 
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Mr. Tuurnseck. Well, is it not true, Senator, that these regula- 
tions govern all turkeys, poultry that moves across State lines! 

Senator Humpnrey. Interstate commerce ? 

Mr. THurNBeEcK. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. Sure, and every other bill on poultry inspec- 
tion, all of these. 

Mr. THURNBECK. Well, we are in complete accord with that—but 
a lot of the small farmers find it necess: ary to move across State lines. 

Senator Humpnurey. Yes. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. And I think it is going to be more generally true 
than it is today, so that I do not think that you are exemepting them 
from ultimately coming under the provisions of this program. 

Senator Humprrey. W ell, the bill’s exemption provision says: 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on their 
own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only : Provided, That 
such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling poultry products other 
than those produced from poultry raised on their own farms. 

Those are exempted, they are exempt. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Senator, perhaps I failed to make my point. These 
small processors that have these operations process their own tur- 
keys—and I am speaking of turkeys now, I represent only the turkey 
interests—but a lot of these turkeys, especially the heavier sizes have 
to go occasionally across State lines, because they go into the insti- 
tutional trade and not for housewife consumption, and it is not prac- 
tical for the small processor to be penalized, he cannot continue to 
operate if he cannot move turkeys across the State line. 

And we recognize that sanitary requirements ultimately are going 
to become more stringent than necessary in the case of these small 
plants, and you do not necessarily disagree with that, and you asked 
me why I indicated some of these small plants—why it would work 
a hardship on them, and I think again that we have got to get back 
to the feature requiring mandatory ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Humpnurery. But I want to point out that S. 313 and S. 1128 
have as areas designated for regulation those affecting interstate com- 
merce, that is, for the effective | aspects of this act, they are identical, 
they are the same, according to our own staff study. 

Now, local initiative or approval of such designation is required. 
My bill provides that before you can even have control you must have 
consent of the local governing body. That is even more local protec- 
tion than the other bills. I donot say that necessarily makes it better, 
but at least that is the fact. 

And so this rhetoric which makes it appear as if the sponsors of 
this bill, about ten Members of the United States Senate were out to 
put little business out of business, that seems a little bit peculiar, 
yarticularly when the majority of these sponsors are on the Small 
Serer ‘ommittee, and yet you say: 





We oppose S. 1128 on the grounds it would work undue hardship * * * even 
to the extent of putting them completely out of business. This is not the 
American Way of life. 

And I would have the record note that the very bill that you sup- 
ort, S. 313, which is a good bill and which has many commendable 
atures, that the same area for regulation is under both bills, the 

same thing. 


a 
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Mr. Tuurnseck. Except for one thing. 

Senator Humpnurey. Except for ante mortem. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. And in 8. 313 it says that the Secretary may 
impose ante mortem, and all witnesses thus far say we should have 
some inspection, and in S. 1128 it says that the ante mortem shall be 
in the manner he deems necessary, which means that it could be very 
limited, it could be sporadic if he deems it necessary. It merely says 
that the Secretary shall in some form, some manner, shall prescribe 
some sort of ante mortem inspection. 

And may I say that there is a great deal of testimony for ante 
mortem inspection, including the Public Health officers, including the 
consumer, including women’s clubs, and including people who are 
going to eat these products and who handle these products. 

I think ante mortem inspection has got to be handled very carefully. 
and as I said to Senator Aiken, it may be that we may want to deal 
with this in the most broad manner so as to give the Secretary lots 
of discretion. 

But to ignore it is to ignore the facts of life, to ignore the disease 
features—and the producers, by the way. Ante mortem inspection is 
best for the producers—it gives them some protection; it gives the 
producer of the product some protection and the consumer protection. 

Mr. THurnseck. I amsure 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, before we leave that, is there any- 
thing to be determined by an ante mortem inspection that would not 
be found by post mortem ? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, indeed; certainly. May I say, most re- 
spectfully 

Senator Tuyr. Waitaminute. First, let me ask that of the trade— 
the man that is engaged in the business and who is growing turkeys. 
You and [are legislators. 

Senator Humpurey. Then you should ask of the doctors, because 
they know more about it than any of them. 

Senator Tuyr. Well, let us find out what their interpretation is, the 
interpretation of the trade on ante mortem inspection. 

Is there anything that can be found in that inspection that cannot 
be found in the post mortem inspection ? 

Mr. THurnseck. It takes either a post mortem inspection or through 
the medium of, say, a blood sample of a live turkey in some cases, but 
in most cases it takes a post mortem inspection to determine exactly 
what was involved in that particular turkey. 

Senator Tuyr. That is true. You may have a bird that is found 
dead in your lot. 

Mr. Trrurnseck. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. And you may pick that bird up and you may be an 
expert, but you are not going to determine what that bird died from 
until the post. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. And a post mortem inspection is going to give you 
the signs of disease that may be showing up within the bird’s body. 
The ante mortem inspection is a matter of whether the bird appears to 
be—that is, what is visable to the eye, but when you get down to the 
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actual post mortem, that is when you determine whether any of the 
organs of the bird are in any sense diseased. 

Now, I believe that must be a positive fact. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. That is right and that is why we are particularly 
concerned about that feature. 

Senator Tuyr. And a post mortem is positively a necessity. 

Mr. Tuurneeck. That is right; we all agree. 

Senator Tuyr. The ante mortem is a question of whether somebody 
has pulled a bird or two out of a diseased flock which has not yet shown 
the advanced stages of the disease with the result that the whole flock 
is being offered for sale or is being marketed. That I think must be 
one of the factors for the necessity of an ante mortem inspection, but 
the ante mortem will never determine whether the bird is in any 
manner diseased. You have got to get inside that bird before you 
start determining that. 

Mr. THurnseck. That is right, and you previously this morning 
suggested one of the things that you should have done. You spell 
exactly what we are thinking in terms of requirements for ante mortem 
inspection and it is unfortunate that it was not possible to do that and 
as a result, of course, all of us have been vague and uninformed, per- 
haps, as to what type of ante mortem inspection could be applied 
that would be practical and that would be workable and that would 
do the things that Senator Humphrey wants us to do from the stand- 
point of consumer protection—and we want all of those things. 

Senator Humpurey. And yet unfortunately the record indicates 
that you have been opposed to it—because I am sure that you do want it. 

Mr. THurNBECK. We stand for the same principle, it is merely a 
question of arriving—of different approaches. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes; only you have endorsed one bill and 
opposed another, and you have said that one bill does this and one 
does that—but it does not. One bill says that the Secretary may— 
and if the Secretary takes his duties seriously and there is disease in 
the flock he will; I am sure the Secretary will take his duty seriously— 
and the other one is that he shall institute a procedure of ante mortem 
inspection in a manner that is left to his discretion. It simply says 
that since we have mandatory post mortem, we should have some 
manner of mandatory ante mortem, but not on each bird, not neces- 
sarily each flock; but within, as I repeat, within the manner such as 
the Secretary may deem necessary. 

Now, of course ,we may want to settle for what Senator Aiken or his 
colleagues sponsored—but I do not want the record to show that the 
industry is opposed to ante mortem inspection when, for example, we 
know that certain respiratory diseases are not detectable. in post 
mortem—also, as an example, there was an epidemic of silicosis in 
1956, in which 176 persons were ill and several were killed, there were 
three epidemics that ante mortem inspection would have obviated or 
prevented—and you just cannot ignore those things. 








Mr. THuurnspeck. We cannot and we are not; and what you are 
saying is true in either bill, S. 313 or S. 1128, provisions are made for 
the Secretary to impose ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Humpnrey. Right, so you are not opposed to ante mortem 
inspection provided it is to a degree that meets with present scien- 
tific knowledge? 
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Mr. TuHurnseck. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. And the degree that the Secretary deems ad- 
visable. But I know that I cannot help feel, when you say that this 
bill “is not the American way of life,” that I must take exception. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. And I cannot blame you, Senator, and I would 
like to say that that testimony was prepared before we had the benefits 


of your personal interpretation of your bill and we appreciate that 
very much. 


Senator Humrurey. I think some people spoke about these matters 
before they realized that S. 1128, which is sponsored by a number of 
members of the Senate, is not the Murray bill of last year. 

Senator Arxen. I think that explains the situation very well. 

Senator Ture. If 1 may make this suggestion, Mr. Chairman, be- 
fore we finally sit down in executive session to give consideration 
to this, that we should have the Department of Agriculture technicians 
come with veterinarians that could give us some sort of an explanation 
of all that would be involved in an ante mortem inspection so that we 
would know what we were legislating on. 

The Cuatrman,. It is our purpose, Senator, to have the Solicitor 
as well as the technicians here so that the committee will know what 
it isdoing. Now, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


STATEMENT Firep sy G. A. HetInze, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MINNESOTA POULTRY, 
BUTTER, AND EGG ASSOCIATION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


My name is G. A. Heinze, and I am the executive secretary of the Minnesota 
Poultry, Butter and Egg Association representing the buyers, sellers, dealers, 
processors, packers, distributors, etc. of poultry, poultry products and eggs in 
the State of Minnesota. There are 3000 licensed produce buyers within the 
State, approximately 60 percent of which are poultry and egg operators. The 
Minnesota Poultry, Butter and Egg Association is opposed to 8S. 1128 and a 
proponent of 8. 313. 

I appreciate the opportunity given me to appear before you in behalf of the 
members of our association and the State of Minnesota. Any proposal that 
will benefit the consuming public, we feel, will likewise accrue to the producer 
and processor, but any legislation detrimental to the processor will also reflect 
on the farmer-producer and the consuming public also. This poultry industry 
is so vital to the economic welfare of the State of Minnesota that I ask that you 
bear with me for just a moment or two while I cite you a few figures. 

As reported by the State-Federal Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, there 
were produced in the State of Minnesota during the year 1955, 8,016,000 head 
live turkeys weighing 128,256,000 pounds, of which approximately 127,000,000 
pounds were sold, bringing in cash income of $37,133,000. In the year of 1956 
there were produced 9,560,000 turkeys weighing 152,960,000 pounds. The value 
of this 1956 turkey crop was $42,829,000, The production was about 19 percent 
over that of 1955. This year of 1957 it is esimated we will produce about 11,- 
371,000 turkeys, or an increase of about 19 percent. 

During the same period of 1955 there were produced 19,777,000 head chickens 
weighing 89,737,000 pounds. Of this amount, approximately 79,000,000 pounds 
were sold, bringing in cash income of $12,241,000. The balance of both the 
chickens and turkeys apparently were consumed by the producers. In the year 
of 1956 there were produced 26,705,000 chickens weighing 122,843,000 pounds, 
bringing a cash income of $17,198,000. 

Again I reiterate that the poultry industry is so vital to the State of Minnesota 
that you consider very carefully so that legislation be not enacted that will handi- 
cap, stifle, or destroy it. 

The United States Department of Agriculture is already established in the 
State of Minnesota, providing sanitation, inspection, and poultry grading service. 
Presently, this Department is supervising 54 poultry processing plants and 20 
egg plants, providing supervision service for shell egg grading and egg products 
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inspection. During the year of 1955, the Minnesota processors coming within 
the inspection service of the Department, under voluntary arrangement, handled 
161,182,448 pounds of live chickens and turkeys. Due to lack of time owing to 
a holiday, Saturday and Sunday, I am unable to give you the volume handled 
during 1956. You may be sure it wasa tidy sum. I can secure and furnish this 
information if you wish. This indicates that the United States Department of 
Agriculture is already established, providing inspection service, in a very satis- 
factory and efficient manner. In addition to the poultry processing plants com- 
ing under jurisdiction of the United States Department of Agriculture, there 
are a number of other possibly smaller processors that have not availed them- 
selves of the Department services. Some of this poultry may move in interstate 
commerce, but the larger part remains within the State of Minnesota, being 
consumed in the cities of Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Duluth. 

You have before you bills S. 313 and 8. 1128. We are in accord with bill S. 313 
for several reasons, some of which we will enumerate. 

S. 313 has a definite proposition and objective. Its terms are conservative 
and meaningful and are not destructive of public confidence in one of our fine 
agricultural food products. The proposals give full assurance to the consuming 
public that poultry that has been inspected for wholesomeness can be relied upon 
as a good food product. 

S. 813 gives the Secretary of Agriculture full authority to conduct an effec- 
tive inspection program to determine the wholesomeness of the product. It 
provides for both ante mortem and post mortem type of examination when, in 
the process of operation, it is deemed desirable and necessary. 

3. S. 313 would vest the authority in the Secretary of Agriculture in the same 
manner in which other powers of the Department are now vested in the Secre- 
tary. We need only point out, as referred to above, that the Department is now 
providing excellent and efficient service in the State of Minnesota. I would 
also direct to your attention that the Department is experienced in this matter 
of poultry inspection, having been in this field of service for approximately 29 
years. 

4. S. 313 provides that the mandatory or compulsory inspection service could 
be put into effect within any reasonable time upon request of the processors, but 
the full program must be put into effect by July 1, 1958. 

There is no doubt but what this bill, if it becomes law, will cause some revamp- 
ing of existing plants, especially those of small operators, and will also entail 
some outlay of moneys in order to comply with the sanitary requirements. If 
there are any such unsanitary plants in operation now, then naturally the new 
sanitary supervision will be desirable, not only to the consuming public, but to 
the farmer-producer as well, in that it will guarantee a desirable and wholesome 
product and thus should create a greater consumer demand. 

This sanitary inspection service should not create any great hardship on any 
processor, even the so-called small operator. It is our desire, and I know it is 
yours also, to not put anyone out of business and thus deprive him of his liveli- 
hood. On the other hand, it is our desire to protect the interests of all processors, 
both large and small alike. It has been demonstrated recently, in our neighbor- 
ing State of North Dakota where new inspection services have been enacted and 
established on a cooperative arrangement between Federal and State, that the 
so-called small processor has been able to comply and thus continue to operate. 

Again thanks for the opportunity of expressing the views of this Minnesota 
association on this very important industry bill. 


The Cuarmman. We will now call on Mr. J. O. Kumpe and Mr. 
Joseph Ray. 

Allright. Now, you gentlemen may make a brief presentation and 
your entire statements will be put in the record. We are trying to 
facilitate this hearing as much as we can and if you will, gentlemen, 
will you select one ‘to make the presentation? Whom “have you 
selected ? 

Mr. Kumprtr. I have been. 

The CuatrMan. Is that agreeable? All right, your statements will 
be put into the record as though you had read them. You will please 
give them tothe clerk of thee ommittee. 

Now, Mr. Kumpe, have you anything to add to what has been already 
stated ¢ 
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STATEMENT OF J. 0. KUMPE, GENERAL ‘MANAGER, ARKANSAS 
POULTRY COOPERATIVE, INC., BENTONVILLE, ARK. ; ALSO REPRE- 
SENTING THE SOUTHWESTERN ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Kumprr. No, Mr. Chairman, I would not say I have anything 
new. We do appreciate the clarification that Senator Humphrey has 
made. 

He has asked repeatedly 7 we in industry have been critical of 
some of the language. I would like to say that if you were out in 
some far-distant place like Danville, Ark., and the doctor in charge 
had the word “shall” in his instructions he would go according to the 
rules and regulations because—we have been operating in my indi- 
vidual plant for 9 years on a voluntary inspection program and those 
doctors are very sincere in doing the job that they have—and with 
Senator Humphrey’s clarification I think that that should be—that 
part of it would be all right. 

Now, most of these folks here are representing organizations and 
groups. We have in this group one member of the research staff and 
I would like for Mr. Ray to say something about why we do not say 
or think that the law should be written exactly to tell us how the 
inspection should be, because he has some information that the com- 
mittee should have. 

Mr. Ray, would you give that? 


STATEMENT OF JOE RAY, ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION, 
LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman, in January of 1956—— 

The Cuarmman. Would you please identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Ray. I am Joe Ray, of Danville, Ark. I am also a member of 
one of Secretary Benson’s commodity boards on marketing research. 

In January 1956, we realized that there needed to be research done 
on ante mortem inspection, as to the proper procedure and how it 
would be applied, how the techniques would apply in a turkey-process- 
ing plant without hampering too much the industry or throwing hard- 
ships on the producers who were producing. And that suggestion 
was made out of that group and I understand that it was being 
budgeted and work will get underway as to the research project on 
ante mortem inspection. 

And therefore we feel that the Secretary should have the discretion 
as to how he should apply the technique. 

Senator Humpurey. You would not only want that he should have 
the right to impose it in the manner he might deem fit or wise, as my 
bill does, but also the discretion to use it or not in the beginning? 

Mr. Ray. As to research ? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Ray. Yes. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Mr. Ray. 

Mr. Kumpe, will you continue? 

Mr. Kumprr. Now, Mr. Chairman, we in the poultry industry, of 
course, have been growing tremendously and we have had some grow- 
ing pains and headaches with our marketing and our inspection and 
all those sorts of things. 
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But the reason, the one reason we are so interested in having 
it in the poultry branch for the Agricultural Marketing Service is 
because we know those people and we have lived with them and they 
have helped develop new techniques whiclt will be less expensive to 
the general public, and for that reason we feel like the inspection 
should be left to the Secretary of Agriculture. He is our spokesman 
and the person that we have the greatest respect for, regardless of 
who he is going to be in the future, because he has always been selected 
with broad experience in the agricultural field and he is not narrowed 


down to any one particular thing and he certainly has a staff of people 
that carry out his programs, 

Now, when bills or legislation is made pointing out exactly what 
he has to do, there is no other alternative except for him to follow 
that procedure, and that is why he is selected. 

Any questions? 


The Cuarrman. Are there any questions? If not, thank you very 
much, sir. 


STATEMENT FILED BY J. O. KUMPE, GENERAL MANAGER, ARKANSAS POULTRY 
COOPERATIVE, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Arkansas Poultry Coopera- 
tive, Inc., is composed of a group of broiler producers which incorporated April 
1946 for the purpose of processing and marketing broilers. The cooperative 
is made up of 414 producers-members in the following counties and States: 
Adair and Delaware Counties in Oklahoma; Barry and MacDonald Counties in 
Missouri; Benton, Carroll, Madison, and Washington Counties in Arkansas; 
with headquarters at Bentonville, Ark., the county seat of Benton County. It is 
operated by a board of directors elected by its members to serve for a 3-year 
term each. 

The Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, Inc., has operated under voluntary inspec- 
tion since July 1, 1948. During the period under which we have been operating 
on a yoluntary basis with the Agricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, we have found them to be efficient, considerate of our problems, 
and zealous in administering the inspection program for the benefit of the con- 
sumer. We process only broilers, and are handling over 10 million pounds 
annually. We, as producers, have felt that inspection for wholesomeness by 
qualified veterinarians under the supervision of the Poultry Branch of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service of United States Department of Agriculture, 
was beneficial both to the producers and the consumers. We have demonstrated 
our faith in this Department by the 9 years that we have been operating under 
their supervision. 

We are in favor of the provisions of 8. 313 and S. 645 for the following reasons : 

(1) They provide for the inspection for wholesomeness to be administered 
by the agency designated by the Secretary of Agriculture which is the best 
procedure. 

(2) They provide for the labeling of the poultry and poultry products so that 
we, as producers, can orderly market our members’ broilers. This labeling also 
prevents unscrupulous persons from offering to consumer channels poultry prod- 
ucts that might be injurious to the health of the general public. 

(3) They both provide for the Secretary of Agriculture to ascertain the cities 
or the areas that can be brought under this program. 

(4) They both provide adequate provisions for inspection techniques, to pro- 
tect the consumer from poultry products which might be unwholesome, un- 
healthy, and adulterated. 

(5) We concur in the penalties provided by both bills to any person know- 
ingly violating the provisions set forth in the acts. We feel that unscrupulous 
persons selling to the general public poultry products of low standard or un- 
healthy poultry, is detrimental both to the producers and the consumers. We 
heartily agree that the Secretary of Agriculture be given the authority to pro- 
mulgate rules and regulations that are necessary to carry out the provisions 
of the acts. We feel that this is necessary because it will give flexibility to 
the program and will provide an efficient operation. 
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(6) We support the provision that the Secretary may cooperate with other 
branches of government and with State agencies in administering this program, 
because we feel that all tax-supported agencies should help to provide the 
producers with adequate market outlets and the consumers with wholesome 
products as set forth in these acts. 

We feel that S. 313 which provides for persons to voluntarily apply for in- 
spection upon enactment of this act, be permitted to receive such inspections 
immediately, and all others to be subject on July 1, 1958, will give the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and the processors adequate time to put into efficient opera- 
tion compulsory inspection program on poultry. We disagree with the provi- 
sion of 8. 1128. 

Again, we express our appreciation to the committee for affording us, a pro- 
ducer organization, the opportunity to present our views in support of 8. 313 and 
S. 645. We sincerely hope that the Senate committee will study the briefs 
presented in these public hearings, and will give to the public legislation which 
will be beneficial to the producer, the processor, and the consuming public for 
the continued growth of our poultry industry. 


STATEMENT FILED BY JOE Ray, ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. I am Joe Ray, owner and 
operator of the Joe Ray Poultry Co., Danville, Ark. During the calendar year 
of 1956, I grew, processed, and marketed a little over 4 million fryers in the 
Arkansas River Valley district of Arkansas. The Arkansas Poultry Federation 
represents approximately 3,000 members of the Arkansas poultry industry, in- 
cluding major processing facilities capable of handling 14% million pounds of 
poultry weekly. 

Arkansas produces 7 percent of the commercial broilers produced in the United 
States, with a total of 99 million broilers. 

We believe that the poultry industry’s problems which are peculiar unto them- 
selves, are best understood by those in the inspection and grading division of 
the Poultry Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture, now admin- 
istrating the current inspection program. It is believed that there will be effi- 
ciency of handling, and a greater benefit to consumers if the administration in 
regulation of each commodity group is handled separately. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is best fitted with discretionary authority for 
the application of new techniques and methods as they are developed in the 
rapidly changing poultry industry. Such a compulsory program should, in 
fairness to the consumer who will benefit from such regulations, be financed from 
appropriated funds. 

We suggest that serious consideration be given the selection of the effective 
date of proposed compulsory programs not to precede July 1, 1958. In convert- 
ing froia a voluntary to a compulsory program, it is evident that competent and 
trained personnel will be needed in far greater numbers. It is also questionable 
that a date earlier than July 1, 1958, would permit the time to train and organize 
the necessary staff. The poultry industry has demonstrated its willingness to 
accept a mandatory program for inspection of poultry producers. 

The Arkansas Poultry Federation unanimously approved at a meeting held 
in Little Rock, Ark., December 21, 1956, the principles of these bills. They 
opposed 8. 1128. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present our recommendations to this com- 
mittee. 

The Cuatrman. Is Mr. Leland Bagwell here? 

Mr. BaGwetu. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Is Mr. Howard Richey here? 

Mr. Ricuey. Yes. 

The CHatrman. And is Mr. Chester Housh here? 

Mr. Howsu. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. All right. Is Mr. Theodore E. Schulderberg 
here ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Schulderberg is not here. 
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Is Mr. Seth T. Shaw here? All right. 

Is Mr. John A. Winfield here? 

Mr. McCuuney. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. Allright. Is Mr. Walter K. Pike here? 

Mr. Prxe. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman, Is Mr. Samuel G. McCluney here? 

Mr. McCuouney. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Now, would any of you gentlemen whose names 
I just mentioned be willing to file their statements with the com- 
mittee ? 

Allright. Will you give your name? 


STATEMENT OF WALTER K. PIKE, CHAIRMAN, POULTRY COM- 
MITTEE OF NORTH CAROLINA STATE GRANGE, HENDERSON- 
VILLE, N. C. 


Mr. Pike. My name is Walter K. Pike. I am chairman of the 
poultry committee of the North Carolina State Grange. 

The CHArrmMan. Your statement will be put into the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


- * . > rE 7 ’ " ¥ EB . . y, . 
STATEMENT OF WALTER PIKE, CHAIRMAN, POULTRY COMMITTEE OF THE NORTH 
CAROLINA STATE GRANGE 


It is our belief that after 28 years of voluntary inspection of poultry, the time 
has arrived when it is necessary to have compulsory inspection for the protec- 
tion of the consuming public, and for the benefit of the poultry industry as a 
whole. To this end we support the objectives of all three pending bills. How- 
ever, some of the specific provisions in bills S. 313 and S. 645 appear more 
desirable to us than those contained in S. 1128. 

Weare strongly interested in the following points: 


1. That the consumer is adequately protected. 

2. That the producer is not unnecessarily hampered in his production 
operations. 

3. That the rights of the small processor be protected, and that it be made 
possible for him to survive. 


To this end we would like for the inspection to be assigned to the United States 
Department of Agriculture, and that the Secretary of Agriculture not be ham- 
pered as to the branch of the Department that he delegates the work to. In this 
way he will be able to utilize, if he sees fit, the 28 years of experience gained 
in voluntary inspection and grading of poultry. 

We also hope it will be possible to authorize a cooperative plan of inspection 
with the State departments of agriculture. This is an extremely important point 
to us in North Carolina, as our department of agriculture has had considerable 
experience in the voluntary inspection program, and we would like for this 
experience to be fully utilized. 

We reiterate our support of S. 313 and 645, and believe our main points are 
adequately covered and protected in these bills. 


The CHatrMan. Who is next? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. WINFIELD, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
MARKETS, NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
RALEIGH, N. C. 


Mr. Winrtevp. I am John A. Winfield, a farmer and director of the 

division of markets, the North Carolina Department of Agriculture. 
The Cuairman. All right, your statement will be put in the record. 
(The statement, referred to is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN A. WINFIELD, NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
RALEIGH, N. C. 


I am John A. Winfield, farmer, and director of the division of markets, North 
Carolina Department of Agriculture. I am representing the North Carolina 
Department of Agriculture. We work very closely with the poultry industry in 
inspection, grading, and other service programs relating to the movement of 
poultry from the farm or producting centers through processing facilities and 
on to consumers. Most of this work is done in cooperation with the United 
States Department of Agriculture under cooperative agreements. 

The poultry industry in North Carolina is of great importance to the economy 
of our State—poultry production fits well on small farms—we are a State of 
small farms. We were the country’s fourth largest producer of broilers in 1956, 
with just over 94 million head ; we also produced just over 1 million turkeys. 

We have 146 poultry processing plants, plus 3 under construction that wil) be 
in operation before the end of 1957. Many of these plants are small; however, 
24 of the plants have sufficient facilities to process more than 50 thousand birds 
weekly. 

The North Carolina Department of Agriculture represents and works with all 
segments of the poultry industry through its division of markets and its veter- 
inary division. We also work closely with Food and Drug Administration 
through the chemistry division of the North Carolina Department of Agriculture, 
headed by the State chemist. 

The North Carolina Department of Agriculture supports S. 313 and 8S. 645. We 
are opposed to 8. 1128. 

We believe the Secretary of Agriculture should have the responsibility for 
administering the poultry inspection program. We would recommend to the 
Secretary that responsibility for administering the program be placed under the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, because we think this will be more practical and 
less expensive to the taxpayers of the Nation. We make this statement because 
the Agricultural Marketing Service has had a long record of experience in con- 
ducting poultry inspection and grading programs, and because we believe the 
agency will cooperate more fully because of this experience with industry groups, 
research extension, and other governmental agencies at local levels, that repre- 
sent producers, consumers, and all segments interested in the poultry industry. 
We think this necessary for greater benefits to the general economy of the 
country. 


The Cuarrman. Allright, Mr. Bagwell. 


STATEMENTS OF LELAND BAGWELL, PRESIDENT, SOUTHEASTERN 
POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, CANTON, GA.; AND HARRY C. 
CARBAUGH, PRESIDENT, TENNESSEE EGG CO., CHATTANOOGA, 
TENN., ALSO REPRESENTING THE SOUTHEASTERN POULTRY & 
EGG ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Baewetu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Harry Car- 
baugh if he will join with me? 

The CuatrmMan. Will you please step forward, Mr. Carbaugh ? 

Mr. Baewett. I am Leland Bagwell, and I am from Canton, Ga., 
and I am appearing here today as the president of the Southeastern 
Poultry & Egg Association which represents broiler, turkey, and egg 
producers, hatcherymen, feed manufacturers and feed dealers, and 
poultry processors, in a 10-State area in the Southeast. 

I will not take the committee’s time by reading this testimony. 
However, there are a few things in here that I would like to point 
out. 

The Cuarrman. Your entire statement will be placed in the record 
at this point. So you just highlight it. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF LELAND BAGWELL, SOUTHEASTERN PouLtry & EGG ASSOCIATION, 
RICHMOND, VA. 


My name is Leland Bagwell. I am from Canton, Ga., and am appearing here 
today as president of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association, representing 
broiler, turkey, and egg producers, hatcherymen, feed manufacturers and dealers, 
and poultry processors in a 10-State area, including Virginia, West Virginia, 
the Carolinas, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, and Kentucky. 

Five of the 10 leading broiler-producing States in the Nation are located 
in this area, as well as the third-ranking State in turkey production—the State 
of Virginia. Last year some 563 million broilers were grown on farms in the 
Southeast, representing 47 percent—approximately one-half—of the total pro- 
duction in the 22 major broiler-producing States which the United States 
Department of Agriculture reports was about 1,193 million birds. 

he Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association from the time of its organiza- 
tion in 1947 has actively promoted the adoption of farm and processing plant 
management practices which would place in the consumer’s hands a product 
of highest quality and wholesomeness. Poultry processors in the South and 
elsewhere have spent millions of dollars modernizing their plants and installing 
stainless-steel equipment to make them as sanitary as the homemaker’s kitchen. 
The phenomenal growth of the broiler industry and the rapid rise in the per 
eapita consumption of broiler chickens—from 4.88 pounds in 1945 to 16 pounds 
in 1956—is certainly a good indication that the industry as a whole has done 
an excellent job on its own initiative without a mandatory poultry-inspection 
program. 

I believe I can say without fear of contradiction that the broiler industry has 
done a better job than any other agricultural group in providing the consuming 
public with a nourishing, delicious meat product at budget prices. No other 
farm group has been so quick to adapt the findings of research in breeding, feed- 
ing, disease control, and management to improve their production efficiency and 
the quality of their product. To illustrate my point, in 1938 it took an average 
of 4.2 pounds of feed to produce a pound of broiler meat and it took approxi- 
mately 12 weeks to produce a 3-pound broiler. Today it is not uncommon for 
large flocks of broilers to be grown out to 3-pound weights in 8% weeks on 2.5 
pounds of feed per pound of broiler. Furthermore the finished birds are far 
superior to those produced in 1938 in body conformation, fat distribution, and 
tenderness. The consumer has reaped the benefit in a superior product at a 
saving in price. This has been accomplished during a period of rising costs of 
production items and without Government price supports even though the major 
cost item in broiler production—feed grains—is supported by the Government. 

While we in the Southeast are in favor of a poultry inspection program which 
will give adequate assurance to the consumer that the poultry and poultry 
products she buys are entirely wholesome, we are anxious that the legislation 
enacted permit the institution of a practical inspection service that will not put a 
yoke around the neck of an industry which is doing such a marvelous job under 
a free-enterprise system. We are equally concerned that the mandatory inspec- 
tion program not unduly penalize the homemaker in increased prices. This will 
result from increased processing costs which could be astronomical if the legis- 
lation enacted so restricts the Department of Agriculture that it could not adopt 
more efficient inspection practices which experience and research may warrant 
from time to time. 

We believe it should be clearly understood by the members of this committee 
that no national emergency exists in this matter as was implied by certain 
groups in their testimony given before the Senate and House committees last 
year. It is freely admitted that sanitation practices in some plants have been 
far from satisfactory and we as an association some 2 years ago urged adoption 
of the United States Public Health Service model sanitation code to correct 
this condition. However, as was pointed out at the hearings last year, there 
have been no reports of any appreeiable number of illnesses from eating poultry 
products and those reported were apparently due to mishandling of the product 
in the processing plant or after leaving the plant. The tremendous increase 
in consumer acceptance of poultry and poultry products in recent years, I believe, 
substantiates these statements. 

For these and other reasons we will cite, we of the Southeastern Association, 
urge upon this committee the most serious consideration of inspection legis- 
lation that will permit some latitude in the mechanics of the inspection service, 
placing the responsibility for specific procedures to be followed in the hands 
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of the Secretary of Agriculture. No one as yet has any real conception of what 
may be involved in ante mortem inspection, whether it is necessary, what may 
be accomplished by it, the amount of such inspection that will be necessary, 
where and how such inspeetion can best be done, nor what bearing such inspec- 
tion, if it is found to be desirable, will have on the procedures now in effect for 
post mortem examinations under United States Department of Agriculture’s 
voluntary inspection program. 

If more efficient procedures can be found to make an adequate inspection than 
are presently visualized, we believe you will agree that the Secretary should 
be allowed to use his discretion in adopting such practices which could result 
in tremendous savings to the taxpayers and American consumers. 

We believe also that it is of the utmost importance that the effective date 
of legislation enacted take into account the fact that irreparable damage could 
be done to a great industry and to the American public unless a reasonable time 
is allowed for both the Department of Agriculture and the industry to prepare 
for the service. Rules and regulations must be drawn up, hundreds of inspectors 
must be trained, and many processors must obtain official approval of their 
plants before service can be provided on a nationwide scale. 

To allow some plants to receive the service immediately upon enactment of 
a bill while denying it to others either because the Department was unable to 
supply the inspectors or because the plant had not been able to meet all the 
requirements of the service, however trivial, not only would constitute a gross 
injustice but could create a chaotic condition in many large production areas 
which might find it impossible to move their products to market. And may we 
remind the Senators that broilers are a perishable item, over 90 percent of which 
are ice-packed and must be moved to consumer channels immediately. May we 
also point out that they cannot be held on the farm without great loss to the 
producer. 

While none of the proposed bills mandatorily requires a plant to come under 
the law before July 1, 1958, two of them, as presently written, do permit plants 
able to obtain the service to do so upon enactment of the legislation. Should 
a bill be passed containing this provision in its present form, it is expected 
that as soon as the bill is enacted, many of the large food distributors and major 
consuming areas will immediately demand a United States Department of Agri- 
culture inspected product, thereby effectively closing the door to a sizable volume 
of perfectly good poultry moving through plants unable, for a period of time, to 
obtain United States Department of Agriculture inspection. Visualize, if you 
will, the hardship that will be imposed on farmers supplying broilers to plants 
faced with such a dilemma. 

When the gravity of the cost-price squeeze that the broiler and turkey indus- 
tries have been experiencing in the past 12 months is fully appreciated, I am 
sure you will agree that if this whole matter of inspection is not handled in 
a judicious manner it could spell disaster for thousands of farm people who 
have no other means of livelihood. This is particularly true in the southeastern 
area of the country which produces almost 50 percent of the Nation’s total 
supply of broilers, the type of poultry which will be most affected by the legis- 
lation being considered. The impact would again be felt by the consumers of 
poultry in higher prices at the market place. 

Getting down to the specific bills here being considered, we of the Southeastern 
Poultry & Egg Association most urgently request your favorable consideration 
of mandatory poultry inspection legislation incorporating the basic principles 
of S. 313 (identical to the bill reported out by your committee last year) with 
those in S. 645 which, in our considered opinion, will best serve the interests 
of the consumers as well as the producers of poultry and poultry products. 

We appreciate the opportunity you have given us to present our views on 
this matter. 


Mr. Baewe tt. I will highlight just.a few points. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Baewe tu. Southeastern has a group that has been working on 
this inspection program for a number of years, through our grading 
and inspection committee, and we have reached the points covered in 
this testimony practically unanimously through our membership. 


There are 1 or 2 points that have not been mentioned in regard to 
the bills up for consideration. 
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We believe that it is of the utmost importance that the effective date 
of the legislation enacted take into account the fact that great damage 
could be done to an industry and to the public unless we have a reason- 
able time. The time element as set forth in two of the bills wp for con- 
sideration we feel would work an imposition on many of our plants in 
the Southeast. We feel that we should have a reasonable time. 

The Cuarrman. What do you call a reasonable time? Can you 
give a specified date ? 

Mr. Bagwetu. Yes, I will. Two of the bills, I believe, become effec- 
tive upon enactment of the bill. We would like it set up so that no 
plant can come under this before January 1, 1958, and then it becomes 
mandatory July 1, 1958. 

And now, if Mr. Carbaugh would like to continue on, or if he has 
any points, I would like for him to bring them out. 

Mr. Carnaven. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that 
we favor the manner and type of inspection being left entirely to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

And I think I can say without fear of contradiction that the present 
Secretary, or any Secretary who might succeed him, with a poultry 
bill to enforce, will do whatever is necessary to protect the public 
health. I think that we should have that much faith. 

But there are many things about poultry inspection about which 
some discretion probably should be used. And there are many changes 
taking place in the industry, and we must not overlook the fact that 
we are not writing a bill just for this year or next year—the meat in- 
spection law is over 50 years old—we are writing something here for 
a long time, and when you spell something out, it is definite i in a bill, 
and it is very difficult to get it changed, but if you leave the details to 
be spelled out in the regulations, then changes can be made to make 
the law to meet changing. conditions. 

We feel, therefore, since there are various schools of thought on the 
type of inspection, that this entire matter should be left to the Sec- 
retary, and we have faith that whatever the protection of the public 
needs, that i is what we will get, sir. 

The Cratrman. Any questions? If not, we thank you gentlemen 
very much. 

(Statements of witnesses accompanying Mr. Bagwell are as 


follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED By WILLIAM D. Bowron, GEORGIA POULTRY FEDERATION, 
COMMERCE, GA. 


My name is William D. Bolton. I am from Commerce, Ga., and I am appear- 
ing as a director of the Georgia Poultry Federation, an organization consisting 
of over 1,000 members and associate members of Georgia’s vast poultry industry. 

Georgia has, for the past 4 years, been the leading broiler producing State in 
the Nation. During 1955 we produced 177,642,000 broilers valued at $125,284,000. 
In 1956 we produced 222 million broilers at a value of $130 million. Our produc- 
tion in the broiler field is well over twice that of the second-largest producing 
State. 

Since its organization in 1951, the Georgia Poultry Federation has been 
actively interested in helping Georgia farmers to produce top quality broilers. 
For this purpose, we have worked with many of the Nation’s best authorities 
to obtain the best possible strains of chicks and to develop the most efficient 
management practices in the field. 

In order to market this large production of chicken meat, our processors have 
continued to modernize their plants so as to give the consuming public the finest 
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chicken that can be bought. The fact that our production of marketed broilers 
has grown from 67,982,000 broilers in 1950 to over 222 million broilers in 1956 is 
evidence that the American homemaker has approved of our methods. 

We of Georgia are vitally interested in an inspection program that will increase 
the confidence of the buying public in our poultry. We feel, in view of modern 
trends, that such a program is necessary to the continued suecess of our industry 
which is so vital to the agricultural income of our State. However, we feel that 
the program enacted must be one that will safeguard the consuming public with- 
out raising the costs of poultry to the consumer out of reason with the value of 
the inspection. 

Our industry is a service industry. Our present and our future depend upon 
faithful and healthful service to the consuming public of the Nation. We urgently 
request the favorable consideration of this committee of the inspection program 
as outlined in bill S. 645 incorporating the principles of 8. 313 with only such 
changes as we believe are essential to the development of a practical inspection 
service, 

It is our considered opinion that the enactment of such a program for poultry 
inspection will best serve both the farmer and the consuming public. 


STATEMENT FILED BY PAvuL G. THOMAS, SOUTH CAROLINA TURKEY FEDERATION, 
Sumter, S. C., ALSO REPRESENTING THE SUMTER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


I am Paul Thomas, a turkey grower and processor from South Caroliaa, a 
State which is producing annually about 1,300,000 turkeys. I am officially 
representing the South Carolina Turkey Federation and the Sumter Chamber of 
Commerce. 

I have been personally connected with several phases of turkey production 
ever since I ean remember, and I feel that I know some of the industry’s good 
points as well as its problems. I am presently growing about 100,000 turkeys 
a year and processing about 140,000, which I market in a frozen oven-ready 
state primarily on the east coast from Miami to Boston. I also have about 
14,000 breeder hens producing hatching eggs for my own hatchery which hatches 
350,000 baby turkeys annually. 

Frankly, I think the industry has done a marvelous job of supplying the 
American housewife with a wholesome, nutritious product at reasonable prices. 
This product is now recognized as the highest protein meat with a very low 
fat content, and is in demand for use in hospitals, and for dieting purposes, in 
addition to being an everyday diet throughout the year in reach of practically 
every housewife’s pocketbook. 

We in South Carolina have long been concerned with giving the consumer the 
best product possible, as that is the only way we can successfully and satisfac- 
torily compete for a share of the food dollar. 

I might point out here that South Carolina and the Southeast area was the 
first to convert altogether to a fully dressed oven-ready turkey. We felt long 
ago that the New York dressing of poultry was not in the best interest of all 
concerned, 

In making this change-over from the old New York dressed bird, we assumed 
our added responsibility to the housewife, and I feel that we have done a 
good job of processing under sanitary conditions even though we have not been 
under a Federal inspection program. However, since there seems to be good 
reasons for setting up a Federal inspection service to give complete assurance 
to the public that all poultry products are wholesome, we welcome a sound, 
reasonable, and adequate inspection service. We are vitally concerned that the 
legislation enacted on this subject take into consideration the importance of this 
industry to the Nation’s food supply and that a practical and adequate bill be 
passed, Even under the most reasonable legislation, many of the processing 
plants in our area now affording good markets to the producers will be forced 
out of business because they are not able to afford the high cost of buildings 
and equipment which will be required to meet the United States Department of 
Agriculture specifications. We think it is desirable and in the public interest 
that as many of these small businesses be preserved as possible. 

In this connection we feel that the enactment of S. 1128 would definitely do 
us considerable harm and that the consumer in turn would be the loser. 

We have also a very vital interest in the effective date of whatever bill is 
passed, and probably more than do the chicken producers and processors. Let 
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me explain our particular problem. Practically all of our product is frozen 
and much of it goes into cold storage for a period of 6 to 8 months—some of it 
as long as 12 to 18 months. We grow turkeys more on a year-round basis than 
does any other section of the country, and consequently, they have to be processed 
when ready for the market, therefore, requiring that our turkeys be kept in 
storage for a reasonable period during certain seasons of the year. 

Should the legislation take effect too quickly, even on a voluntary basis, it is 
very likely that our markets would demand a federally inspected product. The 
turkeys that we had in storage at that time and those that we would have to 
process, in the period before we could possibly obtain the inspection service, very 
likely would have to be sacrificed—and we could hardly afford to take such a 
loss under the present economic conditions in the industry. 

With these considerations in mind, I would like to urge this committee to 
report out an inspection bill incorporating the provisions of 8S. 313 and 8S. 645 
which will accomplish the purpose’ of adequate consumer protection without 
creating an unnecessary and unbearable burden upon our turkey and other 
producers and processors. 

Such legislation, we believe, will be in the best interests of the general public 
as well as the poultry industry. In closing, I wish to express appreciation to 
the Senators for permitting me this time to present the views of the South Carolina 
Turkey Federation and the Sumter Chamber of Commerce. 





STATEMENT FILED BY W. L. WALSH, SECRETARY, ALABAMA POULTRY INDUSTRY 
ASSOCIATION, MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


I am W. L. Walsh, of Montgomery, Ala. I am Secretary of the Alabama 
Poultry Industry Association, which is an organization of poultry producers, 
hatcherymen, processors, feed dealers, and turkey growers in Alabama. 

We are the sixth ranking State in broiler production in the United States, 
producing over 82 million birds last year. Poultry as a whole is a major source 
of farm income in the State, second only to cotton in this respect. 

It is our most rapidly growing farm industry and we are anxious to see it 
continue to grow as new and bigger markets for poultry and eggs are developed. 
reat strides have been made in this direction over the past few years and we 
believe this is the best evidence we could produce that the industry generally 
has done a good job for the consumer. 

We, as an organization representing all poultry interests in Alabama, are in 
favor of compulsory poultry inspection and wish to go on record as favoring 
8S. 645. The bill, 8S. 313, would be acceptable if revised to conform with §S. 645. 

We believe that this bill provides the framework for a compulsory inspection 
program for poultry which would be of great service to our country and a credit 
to the poultry industry. 

Our Alabama Poultry Industry Association works closely with Southeastern 
Poultry and Egg Association and is in full agreement with the provisions as set 
forth in their testimony presented at this hearing. 

On behalf of the poultry industry of Alabama, I want to express our genuine 
appreciation for the time allotted me to present this brief statement of their 
position on this important matter. 





STATEMENT FILep By A. R. Twiss AnpD B. C. Rogers, Morton, Miss., REPRESENTING 
THE MISSISSIPPI POULTRY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is A. R. Twiss. Mr. 
B. C. Rogers and I are from Morton, Miss., and we are appearing here today to 
present a statement in behalf of the Mississippi Poultry Improvement Association 
which represents the broiler, turkey, and egg producers, hatcherymen, feedmen, 
and poultry processors in that State. 

These various phases of the poultry business rank near the top of Mississippi’s 
total income. 

This organization has been very concerned about the matter of compulsory 
inspection of poultry, and all processors shipping poultry interstate have spent 
a considerable amount of hard-earned money the past year to modernize their 
plants so as to give the consumer a wholesome product. 
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There is plenty of evidence that the consumer has been obtaining a fine poultry 
product in unprecedented quantities during the past year, or they would not 
have provided the terrific demand to consume the record poultry and turkey 
crop in 1956. 

By and large throughout the years the industry itself has taken on the job 
of maintaining and even improving the wholesomeness of its product—now it 
must take another step ahead through compulsory inspection for wholesomeness. 
Why, this industry is not the same one of a few years back—it is growing up. 
To hold the magnificent gains made the last 10 years it should take every pre- 
caution to preserve the high standards which have helped us to win a larger 
share of the food dollar. 

The voluntary program has served well, but it must give way to progress. 
The industry cannot afford to waste sympathy on the fellow who, because he is 
uninformed or careless, or because for competitive reasons, he has decided to cut 
a few corners and dares to allow unwholesome products to enter trade channels. 
To do so, jeopardizes the reputation of an entire industry. 

We feel S. 313 is a good bill. S. 645 has additional points that we would like 
to see included. Then we would have a practical inspection program that 
will adequately protect the consumer and will be workable for the industry. 

It is amazing that here today we have represented all segments of a great 
industry, banded together asking for a reasonable poultry inspection bill in 
which the consumer wins a better product and the industry can continue to make 
a healthy growth. 

We believe this can be accomplished by following the sound suggestions made 
by the industry here today. 

We want to express our .appreciation to the committee for allowing us to 


present the views of the Mississippi Poultry Improvement Association on this 
subject. 


The Cuarmman. Next we have Mr. Chester Housh. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER C. HOUSH, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
POULTRY PRODUCERS FEDERATION, ELKTON, VA. 


Mr. Housu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
no desire to read this statement, but since the National Poultry Pro- 
ducers Federation is an organization that represents the major portion 
of the turkeys and chickens that are slaughtered all over the entire 
United States, 1 thought I might make this comment, that we endorse 
S. 313 and many of the organizations that have commented here this 
morning are represented in this overall organization. We canont 
make a statement unless it is unanimously approved and I expect we 
represent 90 percent or 98 percent of all of the poultry grown, that is 
slaughtered m the United States—and with that Statement I s say 
“Amen.” I think these men have been giving a wonderful lot of study 
and thought to this and we wish you well. 

The Cuarrman. All right, your entire statement will be printed 
in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER CC. HOUSH, PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL POULTRY 
PRODUCERS FEDERATION, ELKTON, VA. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Chester ©. Housh, 
a farmer and poultry producer from Elkton, Va. I am president of the National 
Poultry Producers Federation,’ an organization which represents all the national 
and regional poultry producer organizations of the United States. The combined 


poultry production of members of our association represents the vast majority 
of poultry production of the United States. 


at Members: American Poultry Hatchery Federation, National Turkey Federation, 
U. S. R. O. P. Federation, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, Southeastern Poultry 
& Egg Association, Utah Egg and Poultry Growers Cooperative. 
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Our organization has been vitally interested in the inspection of poultry 
from its inception. Leaders in our industry have for many years believed that 
some form of mandatory inspection was feasible and in fact necessary for the 
welfare of all phases of our industry as well as the consuming public. 

As a poultry producer and president of East Point Turkeys, Inc., we have 
been using and paying for the facilities of voluntary inspection and have found 
the United States stamp of approval for wholesomeness most beneficial for the 
protection of consumer and producer alike. 

The National Poultry Producers Federation will welcome mandatory inspec- 
tion, We believe it is high time to quit quibbling about words. We, as pro- 
ducers, have the utmost faith in our Government and particularly in the ability 
of the United States Department of Agriculture to administer the mandate 
that should be given to it by this legislation. 

The protection that has been given to consumers by the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is too well known to be even questioned or need to be praised. 
Occasionally we have people in ali walks of life who disregard public welfare— 
but those who refuse to abide by public law eventually pay the penalty for 
wrongdoing. 

The only question before us today is what bill will be most practical in 
operation. No longer is it necessary to talk about the misconduct of individuals 
or firms. Weareallagreed. Harmony should be easy to achieve. 

We, who produce poultry, feel that we are producing the best meat available 
for human consumption. We want to tell consumers everywhere of the research 
work of Cornell University. We want them to know that our product is highest 
in protein, low in fat. It means much to us when we are told that our product 
meets hospital requirements—and is recommended for convalescent and athlete 
alike. 

We especially want to emphasize to this committee that our industry accounts 
for a large percentage of farm income, in fact the third most important producer 
of farm income today. We believe that our industry is so necessary to the 
consumers that the most practical method of mandatory inspection should be 
adopted. We believe that poultry inspection is so important that it must not 
be subordinated to a competing industry. 

The National Poultry Producers Federation endorses 8S. 313 with the recom- 
mendation that the committee resolve any minor improvements such as are 
embodied in 8S. 645 to accomplish the end that we have a sound and practical 
program to provide protection and assurance that the industry, the worker, and 
the consumer can have the poultry it wants safely. 


The Cuatrman. Next is Mr. McCluney. Is he present? 
Mr. McCluney. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL G. McCLUNEY, PRESIDENT, NORTH AMERI- 
CAN GAME BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, INC., WARRENSBURG, MO. 


Mr. McCuuney. Mr. Chairman, my name is Samuel G. MeCluney 
and I am president of the North American Game Breeders Associa- 
tion, Inc. 

I have never been before the committee before and this is a different 
branch of the industry and for that reason I want to make a few com- 
ments on these notes that we have here. 

The North American Game Breeders Association was organized in 
1930 for the purpose of fostering the game breeding business, its 
related industries and activities. 

Thirty-seven States of the United States, Washington, D. C., 
Hawaii, Canada, and Holland are well, represented in the membership 
of our association, and respectfully submit this brief for your com- 
mittee’s consideration. 

The North American Game Breeders Association is fully aware of 
the necessity of this type legislation and are in agreement with the 
bills S. 313 and S. 645. We endorse and recommend the passage of 
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either of these bills with this exception, in bill S. 313, section 4 under 
(d), line 25. We request the deletion and exclusion of the words 
“or commercially produced game bird” for the following reasons: 

1. 90 percent of the 15,000 game bird breeders in the United States 
are small producers, raising less than 1,000 birds, total of the game 
bird food species, quail, partridge and pheasants. It is not practical 
to set up individual inspection for these small operators even on a part 
time basis. 

2. Because of the different types of game birds and their sizes, 
poultry processing plants that have inspection refuse this type prod- 
uct for custom dressing as it would require much more time to adjust 
their equipment and personnel, than the compensation from such a 
project would allow. 

3. Game birds for food are a seasonable product and come at a time 
of the year when the majority of poultry processors are working at 
a peak on turkeys and holiday fowl. 

4, The quail and partridge are of such a small size that the proc- 
essing is in the main, a —. operation, rather than a production line 
item, 

5. A large quantity of game birds are sold as gift items, These 
sales are not through commercial channels or direct to the household 
consumer, but requires a third party. (This is a violation under 
exemptions. ) 

6. The products are a luxury item and are not in large enough 
demand to be cooperatively processed and moved in volume in regular 
commercial channels. 

7. Finally may I cite as a paralleling example of this request. 
When the red meat legislation, regulating inspection of beef, pork, 
say se was passed, commercially raised venison was excluded from 
that bill. 

As of today, I have seen this bill, S. 1128, but I have not had time to 
study it or make any comment on it. 

But in addition to this statement I might say that I am a poultry 
processor and have been for 19 years, and I know the problems that 
the poultry processors would have in connection with these small 
operators who raise a total of less than 1,000 birds per year, and we 
feel that we should have some consideration on this commercial game 
bird proposition 

The Cratmrman. By excluding them? 

Mr. McCuiuney. By excluding them at the present time from the 
bill. 

The CHatrman. How much is involved? About what is it? 

Mr. McCiuney. Oh, I would say that are possibly 3 million pounds 
a year. 

The Cuatrman. Three million pounds a year? 

Mr. McCuunry. In entirety, that includes the entirety, and out of 
that 3 million pounds that which would be used for food products 
would be approximately 50 percent of that, or about 1,500,000 would 
be used for food products. 

The Cuatmrman. Thank you. Are there any questions? If not, we 
next have Mr. Shaw. I may say that he happens to be the last wit- 
ness unless somebody desires to be heard. 
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STATEMENT OF SETH T. SHAW, VICE PRESIDENT, SAFEWAY 
STORES, INC. 


Mr. Suaw. Mr. Chairman, I just want to identify myself and make 
about a one-minute statement. 

The Cuamman. All right. 

Mr. Suaw. My name is Seth T. Shaw and I am vice president of 
Safeway Stores, Inc., in charge of our administrative branch office 
here in Washington. 

Safeway Stores operates approximately 1,800 retail food stores in 
25 States and in the District of Columbia. 

As a retailer, we might be considered as a purchasing agent for our 
customers and we certainly want to give our customers good, whole- 
some food of high quality. We believe that all customers are entitled 
to the same kind of protection in poultry that they have had in red 
meat for a great many years. 

I might say that we have purchased now for some years only Gov- 
ernment-inspected poultry and poultry products. For the last couple 
of years we have purchased only Government-inspected and Govern- 
ment-graded poultry. 

We believe that the law should certainly contain the authority for 
both ante mortem and post mortem inspections but should not spell 
out an inspection procedure. 

We as a retailer are not concerned with the number of the bill or 
the agency that is going to carry out its mandates. We only want 
to be sure that we do have an excellent service—and I will say that 
we feel we have had very good service under the voluntary program. 

The Cuatrrman. Does anyone have any questions? If not, we thank 
you, Mr. Shaw. Your statement will be put in the record at this 

oint. 
e (The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SAFEWAY Stores, INC. 


My name is Seth T. Shaw. I am a vice president of Safeway Stores, Inc., in 
charge of our administrative branch office, located at 1425 H Street NW., in 
Washington, D.C. Our general offices are located at Fourth and Jackson Streets, 
in Oakland, Calif. Safeway Stores, Inc., operates approximately 1,800 retail 
food stores in 25 States of the United States and the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, as a retail food company we believe it is in our interest, as 
well as an obligation to our customers, to sell wholesome, quality products at the 
lowest possible profitable price. When it becomes a choice, however, between 
wholesomeness and price, price becomes secondary. The point I would like to 
make is that our company pays a premium for USDA inspected and graded poul- 
try, and poultry meat products, in order to assure our customers wholesome 
products of high quality. This additional premium cannot be passed on to our 
customers because of the highly competitive nature of the retail food business. 
So long as part of the poultry processors in the United States pay for inspection 
under the voluntary inspection program, and part of the poultry processors do 
not, the costs of inspection must be borne by the processor, retailer, or producer, 
either 1 or a combination of the 3, depending upon marketing conditions. 
Inspection costs could hardly be expected to be passed on to consumers unless 
every plant and product were inspected. Since Federal legislation does not 
affect products in intrastate commerce it is fitting that the cost of this service, 
so important to the public health, be borne by the public. 

Mr. Chairman, I have briefly stated that Safeway Stores, Inc., favors com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry. We believe that not only our customers, but that 
all of the consumers of this Nation are entitled to the same kind of inspection serv- 
ice they have received on the red meats for a good many years. I am told approxi- 
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mately 22 percent of all of the poultry sold off of farms in the United States 
receives such service from the voluntary inspection at the present time. We 
believe that the standards of the present voluntary program, which has proved 
so successful, should be extended on a mandatory basis for all poultry moving 
in interstate commerce. However, whether or not Congress passes a bill for 
mandatory inspection, and because of the reasons mentioned heretofore, Safe- 
way Stores will continue to offer its customers poultry which has been inspected 
for wholesomeness so long as the voluntary program is available to us. 

Wholesomeness means to us that the poultry was produced by healthy birds 
and processed under strict standards of sanitation. Inspection, however, in- 
cludes more than this. It requires that the body cavity of the dressed bird is 
clean—that all bits of viscera, lungs, crops, and feed are removed, and the legs 
cut uniformly at the hock joints. 

Some of the testimony presented to your committee indicates that there is a 
variety of views between experts on the matter of ante mortem and post mortem 
inspection. It is our view that the bill should include the authority to make 
ante mortem and post mortem inspections, yet we would disfavor the bill spelling 
out an inspection procedure. An ante mortem procedure which requires bird-by- 
bird inspection could be very costly and, based on our experience, not necessary 
to insure wholesomeness. 

Thank you. 


The Cuatrman. If there is anybody present who also wishes to 
testify this morning whose name I did not call, will you come forward ? 

(No response. ) 

The CuHarrman. All of the statements that have been submitted 
will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT Fitep py THEODORE E. SCHLUDERBERG, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL PovuLtTry, 
Butter & Ee@ea ASSOCIATION, BALTIMORE, MD. 


The National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association was founded 51 years ago, 
in 1906, and today has a membership of about 450 processors, shippers, receivers, 
distributors, cold-storage warehouses, and associated lines, all the phases that 
play a part from the production to the consumption of the products of the trade. 

The officers of the association include every segment of the industry and rep- 
resent the larger firms as well as the smaller ones. It fosters the growth of 
dependable, mutual understanding throughout the industry to give the consumer 
a better product and the producer a better market. 

The board of directors of the National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association and 
a majority of its members favor the development and adoption of sound, manda- 
tory inspection for wholesomeness programs for all poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts, provided that such programs are maintained from Federal appropriations. 

The National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association has always stood for the 
principle that the consumer has every right to expect her poultry to be whole- 
some and to be processed in a clean plant. Some of our members pride them- 
selves on the cleanliness of their plants and have operated under Federal inspec- 
tion on a voluntary basis. Since the housewife today is buying and accepting 
greater services from industry, it is necessary not only for poultry to be whole- 
some but also for the housewife to be convinced of this fact and to have no reason 
to question the wholesomeness of the poultry she buys, regardless of its source. 
We believe in high quality and we want to see that the housewife has whatever 
assurance she needs to keep her consuming and enjoying poultry products at 
a maximum rate. 

The Federal meat inspection service last year observed its 50th anniversary 
of assurance to the American people of the purity and wholesomeness of red 
meat products that are produced under Federal inspection and we believe that 
consumers are entitled to the same assurance that poultry has been produced 
under similar sanitary conditions. We believe that the chicken farmer and the 
processors of poultry need the same protection that is afforded the producers 
of red meat products so that consumers will accept the products of our industry 
with the same confidence that they accept federally inspected meats. 

Furthermore, we believe that Federal inspection of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts should be under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture, who has 
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successfully administered this inspection on a voluntary basis for the past 29 
years. 

Therefore, a resolution favoring the adoption of the provisions in S. 645 and 
S. 313 with those amendments making 8S. 313 comparable with S. 645 was ap- 
proved by the officers and board of directors of the National Poultry, Butter & 
Egg Association and a majority of its members. 





STATEMENT FILED By Howarp H. RIcHEY, PRESIDENT, NortTH CENTRAL STATES 
INSTITUTE, Des MoInes, Iowa 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the North Central States Insti- 
tute is a nonprofit organization covering a nine-State midwestern area, whose 
membership consists of people actively engaged in the handling and processing 
of poultry and poultry products, securing these products directly from producers 
but marketing them on a nationwide basis. We are definitely interested in the 
welfare of both the consumer and producer, and our recommendations are based 
accordingly. 

Our organization favors 8. 318 and the general provisions in both this bill 
and 8. 645. 

We favor Federal inspection of poultry meats, recognizing that a sound com- 
pulsory poultry inspection legislation will benefit both the consumer and producer. 
We believe in and support the utilization of every sound means to give the 
consumer a better product and the producer a better market. 

We believe compulsory poultry-inspection legislation is a step in the right 
direction to achieve these objectives if properly administered. That is why we 
strongly support bill S. 313. 

Most of the processing plants in our midwestern area covered by the North 
Central States Institute have for many years used the voluntary inspection 
and grading services administered by the Department of Agriculture. We believe 
that the Department of Agriculture has done a very commendable job through 
this service in improving the quality and consumer acceptance of our poultry 
products. 

We believe that this proposed legislation should take advantage of the many 
years of experience already gained in the inspection of poultry by making it 
possible for the inspection program to continue under the Department of Agri- 
culture that is already manned by highly trained and competent personnel. Why 
change when so much constructive progress has already been attained? 

The processing plants in our midwestern area now operating under the inspec- 
tion service administered by the Department of Agriculture are operating effi- 
ciently and producing quality products which are enjoying good acceptance 
throughout the markets of the United States and Canada. 

We believe that under bill S. 313 good wholesome poultry products will be 
made available to all consumers, resulting in adequate and satisfactory market 
outlets for the producers, and will accomplish the objectives effectively and 
economically. 

This bill will provide needed cooperation between Federal and State Govern- 
ments which we believe necessary to any inspection program. 

We wish to thank this committee for the privilege of appearing to present the 
views of the midwestern area covered by the North Central States Institute. 
Thank you. 


The CuHarrman. The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow 
morning at 9: 30. 


(Whereupon, the committee adjourned at 12:50 o’clock p. m.) 
(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED By J. T. KIsseELL, GENERAL MANAGER, KISSELL Bros., INc., 
CoLuMBUS GROVE, OHIO, AND PRESIDENT, O11I0 POULTRY PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, the Ohio Poultry Processors Association is composed of firms and organiza- 
tions who process and market a large part of the 37 million broilers, fowl, and 
turkeys produced in Ohio. 

One of the objectives of the Ohio Poultry Processors Association is to stimu- 
late, encourage, and promote the study of the arts and sciences connected with 
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the production, preparation for market, and marketing of poultry with the view 
of providing the consumer with higher quality poultry and poultry products, 
providing a greater return to the producer for his efforts, and promoting the 
interests.of the industry generally. ; 

We believe compulsory inspection for wholesomeness of poultry moving 
interstate commerce is in the public interest. This committee is performing a 
great public service in conducting hearings and framing legislation which bene- 
fits the puble. 

At the last annual meeting, the Ohio Poultry Processors Association unani- 
mously adopted a resolution favoring compulsory inspection of all poultry and 
poultry products moving into interstate commerce. 

We approve of the general provisions of both S. 313 and S. 645, which provide 
for a system of compulsory inspection. .We believe that the inspection agency 
and inspection techniques should be left to the direction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The experience and personnel of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, who have contributed to the success of the voluntary poultry in- 
spection program would be a valuable asset in carrying out a compulsory 
program. 

Since the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products is in the 
public interest, the legislation should include the authorization to appropriate 
the funds necessary to carry out the provisions of the act. 

We appreciate the opportunity of presenting the views of the Ohio Poultry 
Processors Association on the legislation pertaining to the compulsory inspection 
of poultry and poultry products by the United States Department of Agriculture 


and further urge immediate enactment of the general provisions of 8. 313 and 
S. 645. 


STATEMENT FILED BY WALLACE H. JEROME, BARRON, WIs., REPRESENTING THE 


WISCONSIN TURKEY FEDERATION AND THE WISCONSIN TURKEY MARKETING 
COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am sorry that I am unable 
to appear personally before your committee. However, I trust that this state- 
ment may be presented and be included in the record on this hearing. We who 
are associated with the turkey industry are in favor of a sound, compulsory 
Federal inspection program for poultry. Our consuming public must be given 
only a clean, wholesome, and nutritious product. The consumers of poultry 
products are also entitled to have every assurance that the poultry they buy is 
not only healthy and nutritious but that it has been prepared under a rigid 
code of sanitary requirements. We of the industry believe that these are 
prerequisites to a continued and expanding healthy poultry industry for our 
State and our Nation. 

Now that legislation of this type is under consideration, we believe that our 
Senators will want good sound legislation, since it will have far-reaching effect 
on so great an industry as ours. We are in favor of S. 313 and oppose S. 1128 for 
the following reasons: 

1. S. 313 provides for the administration of the inspection program under the 
Secretary of Agriculture, giving him the discretion to administer the program 
as he sees fit. This is very important because it would be impractical, un- 
realistic, and no doubt very disastrous to place this program with an agency 
that has had no experience with poultry inspection work. The Secretary 
should be given full authority, thus making it possible for him to continue the 
inspection program under the present department of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that has so capably administered the voluntary inspection 
program. Surely it would be impractical to transfer the poultry inspection to 
another department and thereby lose the knowledge and experience gained over 
so many years of successful administration of our present inspection program. 
We have operated a turkey processing plant under voluntary inspection for 
the past 5 years and can say that we have been highly impressed by the 
thoroughness to the utmost detail of the administration of the program. We 
have found all the men of the Department that we have worked with to be of 
high integrity, very firm, and yet very constructive and helpful to work out any 
problems that have arisen. The development of a new department to handle 
such a vast inspection program would create many problems indeed, and 


cause many serious, far-reaching and costly adjustments in our whole poultry 
industry. 
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2. S. 313 gives the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to conduct an 
effective and sound inspection program with regard to ante mortem and 
post mortem inspection. The Secretary will want to utilize the best technical 
advice available to administer this phase of the program most effectively. New 
techniques are continually being discovered which he will want to utilize and 
should be permitted to do so. 

In summary, may I say that legislation affecting so great an industry in our 
Nation as the poultry industry surely should not be bungled. S. 313 is designed 
to give the consumer as much or more protection and assurance of a high 
quality product as S. 1128, yet it is realistic, sound, and workable. 

Thanks for the opportunity of presenting our views on this very important 
legislation. 





STATEMENT FILED By Mitton BE. Saun, NEw YorkK Live Pouttry TERMINAL 
DEALERS ASSOCIATION, NEw YorkK, N. Y., ALSO REPRESENTING THE NEW YorRK 
WHOLESALE SLAUGHTER OPERATORS, INC. 


I represent the New York Live Poultry Terminal Dealers Association, an 
organization composed of all the primary receivers of live poultry in the city 
of New York. I am also authorized to present the views of the New York 
Wholesale Slaughter Operators,Inc., an organization of operators who purchase 
live poultry from members of the New York Live Poultry Terminal Dealers As- 
sociation and slaughter this poultry in their plants in the city of New York. 

The members of my association handle live poultry shipped into New York 
City by growers and shippers and resell such poultry, live, to slaughterhouse 
operators, who slaughter and process this poultry in their plants for sale to 
retail butchers and to the ultimate consumer. 

Every pound of live poultry arriving in New York City receives an ante 
mortem inspection by the inspection service of the New York City Department 
of Markets, and every pound of poultry slaughtered is done so in approved plants 
licensed by the New York City Department of Health. 

Approximately 80 percent to 85 percent of all of the poultry shipped live into 
New York City is slaughtered and processed for the Jewish kosher trade. 

I have read the various bills now before your committee regarding the com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry. I have tbut one comment to make on the terms 
of these proposed bills. In behalf of the poultry industry in New York City 
I request that the “designation” section of the bill be amended so as to specifically 
exempt or except from the terms of the bill live poultry shipped to New York 
City and other metropolitan areas, which said poultry is subsequently kosher 
slaughtered and processed within said city or cities by authorized ritualistic 
slaughterers pursuant to Jewish religious practices. 


L. Frank & Co., INGC., 
New Orleans, La., February 19, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 
My Dear SENATOR: 


a7 * + * * iB * 


There is another matter exceedingly important to the poultry industry, there 
being three bills pertaining to mandatory poultry inspection already in the Sen- 
ate, as well as several others in the House. The Senate bills in particular are 
divided into 2 categories—1, considered the “Industry” bill (which, in my 
opinion, is a misnomer) and the other known as the “Labor” bill. There is 
much to be discussed before mandatory inspection becomes a reality and know- 
ing of your vast interest, as well as influence regarding legislation of this type, 
hope that I may have the privilege of stating my views to you. 

Briefly, it is my opinion that the institute who is backing the so-called industry 
bill is doing so for fear that the so-called labor bill may be passed. Actually, 
the industry as well as governmental agencies are not set up at this time, nor 
will they be for several years, to handle this vast program, should mandatory 
inspection become a reality in the near future. 

The prime difference in the set up is that the industry bill will keep the 
inspection service with the Department of Agriculture and more under the con- 
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trol of the Secretary, whereas the labor bill would place this inspection service 
either in the hands of food and drug or red meats. 

Should mandatory inspection become law, with untrained and inexperienced 
personnel handling this inspection, it could mean disaster to the producers who 
would be penalized unfairly through unsatisfatctory grading. 

I could continue for quite a while on this subject, but would much prefer, 
should the opportunity present itself, to sit down and discuss this whole matter 
from beginning to end with your good self. 

Thanking you in advance for any consideration of the above subjects and 
with assurances of the writer’s highest regards, I remain 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES W. FRANK, Sr., 
Executive Vice President. 


GARRISON, TEx., March 10, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ELLENDER: On March 9, 1957, the board of directors, Texas Broiler 
Association, meeting at the Fredonia Hotel, Nacogdoches, Tex., unanimously 
endorsed the provisions set forth in the above captioned letter. 

I therefore have the honor to set forth official policy of the Texas Broiler 
Association, as follows: 

1. Texas Broiler Association strongly endorses a good sound mandatory 
poultry inspection bill, embodying the following provisions: 

A. Inspection should be administered by U. S. Department of Agriculture and 
should require adequate inspection and safeguards but should be no more 
stringent than necessary to assure adequate inspection and proper safeguards. 

B. We are firmly convinced that poultry inspection should be handled by 
the meat inspection branch of USDA because this service has had half a 
century experience in inspection of red meats and has won the confidence of the 
Nation’s consumers. 

C. We believe that immediate passage of this legislation is not only in the 
best interests of the ‘poultry industry but will contribute substantially to the 
economic well-being of the entire Nation. We therefore respectfully urge pas- 
sage of this legislation at the earliest possible moment. 

In submitting this official policy of our association, I must point out to you 
the fact that Texas Broiler Association is strictly a grower or producer organi- 
zation and that we represent the thinking of more than 95 percent of all Texas 
broilergrowers—the grassroots of the broiler industry. These people constitute 
an actual majority of all the people engaged in the broiler industry and own a 
permanent investment incomparably larger than any other segment of the 
industry. 

Thanking you in advance for your attention and consideration; with the 
kindest regards, etc., I am, 

Sincerely, 
J. B. McMILLAN, 
President, Texas Broiler Association, pro tempore President, 
United States Poultry & Egg Association. 


Fort WAYNE, IND. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Reference hearing on S. 313, S. 645, S. 1128. We want to take a stand against 
any and all bills for compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products at the 
Federal level and respectfully request that you review our testimony before a 
subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United States 
Senate, 84th Congress, 2d session, on S. 3588 and S. 3983 on June 18, 19, and 26, 
1956. Our testimony appears on page 187 of the Government Printing Office 
report of that hearing. 

SHERMAN WHITE & Co., 
PHILIP PALMER, Vice President. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1957 


Untrep States Senate, 
ComMiTreet ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a. m., in room 324, 
ne Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) 

residing. 
‘ Pron: Senators Ellender (chairman), Johnston, Holland, Hum- 
phrey, Scott, Symington, Talmadge, Aiken, Young, Thye, and 
Williams. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. 

The committee is considering S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128 to provide 
for the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 


The first witness is Mr. Earl L. Butz, Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Butz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we in the 
Department of Agriculture welcome the opportunity you have given 
us to take part in this hearing on bills to require compulsory inspection 
by this Department of poultry and poultry products, 

The Department has given continuing study to the subject of com- 
pulsory poultry inspection since last year when a number of bills were 
introduced to provide for this activity. 

We would reaffirm the position taken a year ago that the Depart- 
ment does favor the enactment of legislation providing for the com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry. We feel that such inspection is practical 
at this time, but would not have been only 2 or 3 years ago. This is 
true because of the tremendous changes which have taken place so 
rapidly in the production and marketing of poultry. 

The three bills under consideration by this committee are similar in 
many of their provisions. They differ, however, in others. 

Both S. 313 and S. 645 would provide ample authority for the De- 
partment to conduct a compulsory poultry inspection program which 
will afford maximum protection for the interests of consumers. 

However, the Department would prefer the enactment of S. 313 with 
some modifications which, if the committee so desires, will be discussed 
later by Mr. Hermon J. Miller, Director of our Poultry Division. 

S. 1128 contains many sections which are similar in intent and effect 
to those of S. 313 and S. 645; however, the Department recommends 
against S. 1128 as presently written largely for two particular reasons: 


99 





100 POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 


1. It designates the agency within the Department of Agriculture 
which would be responsible for administering compulsory poultry 
inspection. 

We believe this is contrary to good administration and in conflict 
with the policy established by Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, 
approved by Congress. 

We believe the decision as to where any activity, including the com- 
pulsory inspection of poultry, is to be administered within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture should be a responsibility of the Secretary. 

2. S. 1128 specifically prohibits the interstate movement of so-called 
dressed or uneviscerated poultry. We are sure that Congress would 
not intend to impose unnecessary and unwarranted restrictions upon 
trading so long as the objective—adequate protection of consumers— 
can be accomplished otherwise. 

S. 313 and S. 645 both prohibit the interstate movement of dressed 
poultry, except between official establishments and then only when in 
accordance with rules and regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

No real purpose would be served by prohibiting the interstate move- 
ment of dressed poultry so long as its movement can be controlled. 

The Cuarrman. Is that not your main objection to S. 1128? 

Mr. Butz. Those two objections are the main objections, 

The Department would call attention to the fact that in both S. 313 
and S. 645 the inclusion of the word “knowingly,” particularly in the 
section dealing with penalties, would add to the difficulty of 
enforcement. 

This would be true particularly because the word “knowingly” is 
not used in comparable sections of the Meat Inspection Act and the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

Therefore, the courts could hold that a greater degree of proof might 
be required under the compulsory poultry inspection legislation than 
under other similar laws. 

As background for the committee’s consideration of this important 
legislation, I would like to review some of the activities of the Depart- 
ment in the food-inspection field and some of the changes which have 
taken place in the poultry industry over recent years. 

The Department conducts a number of food-inspection programs 
under various authorities provided by Congress. Ail red meat which 
enters interstate commerce is required to be inspected under the Fed- 
eral Meat Inspection Act passed in 1906. 

The Department also conducts voluntary inspection services for 

rocessed fruits and vegetables and for poultry under the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946. 

The food-inspection programs authorized by the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Act are of a service, nonmandatory nature. ‘These programs, 
therefore, are available on a voluntary basis, and provide a service both 
to industry and consumers. 

The Department’s voluntary poultry-inspection program provides 
for detailed inspection of individual birds at the time of processing. 
The consumer can recognize when this inspection has been performed 
by a distinguishing mark which is in the form of a circle, and contains 
within this circle the words “U.S. Inspected for Wholesomeness.” 

This assures the consumer that the ready-to-cook poultry covered by 
this mark was processed in a plant which met the sanitary facility and 
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operating requirements of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, and, further, that at the time of evisceration every individual bird 
was examined by a qualified inspector, either a veterinarian or a lay 
inspector under the ditedt supervision of a veterinarian, to determine 
its fitness for human food. 

Any bird which is not considered suitable for human food is con- 
demned on the spot by the inspector and so treated as to preclude its 
use for human food. 

The regulations under which inspection for wholesomeness is con- 
dueted represent the experience of a 29-year period during which this 
inspection has been in operation. 

hese regulations have been developed in accordance with the re- 
quirements of the Administrative Procedures Act which permits the 
public to participate in their formulation. 

The high standards set forth in these regulations are designed to 
protect poultry consumers. The regulations incorporate the views of 
many scientists and of public health agencies as well as the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

In fact, the sanitation requirements of these regulations provided 
the pattern for the suggested code for poultry plant sanitation which 
was published by the United States Public Health Service, and de- 
veloped through the cooperation of public health agencies and indus- 
try. 

The voluntary ay inspection program has received wide accept- 
ance. The use of this service has been expanding very rapidly in the 
last few years. 

In 1951, for example, only 145 plants made use of this service; 
whereas today there are approximately 320. 

In addition, there are approximately 150 applications for this service 
in various stages of clearance. 

In 1956, approximately 114 billion pounds of poultry were inspected 
for wholesomeness under this program. This quantity represents 
about one-fourth of all poultry sold off farms last year. It represents 
approximately half of the poultry moving in interstate commerce. 

‘he poultry inspection service is under the supervision of highly 
qualified veterinary personnel. The staff of 514 professional people 
includes 315 veterinarians. 

There are some staff members who have been in this poultry- 
inspection work since its inception 29 years ago. All of those engaged 
in tliis inspection-for-wholesoleness work are employees of the Depart- 
ment, or are State employees licensed by this Department under a 
cooperative agreement with Federal supervision. 

Under the poultry-inspection program plants that process poultry 
in dressed (uneviscerated) form which is to be used in another plant 
for the production of ready-to-cook poultry and poultry products 
under inspection for wholesomeness, are also required to meet rigid 
sanitary standards and operate under the supervision of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

This assures that poultry is processed in a sanitary manner so that 
it may be moved as Sednine poultry into plants for further processing 
under official inspection into canned or ready-to-cook form. 

Unlike red meat, poultry is not always eviscerated in the same 
establishment where slaughtered. The sanitation requirements for 
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plants producing dressed poultry which may later move to a plant 
for further processing under official inspection were maugurated im 
1951. 

Since it is not possible to determine with definiteness whether poul- 
try is fit for human food until evisceration takes place, no certification 
is made regarding wholesomeness under this plant sanitation require- 
ment which in effect is only a prerequisite to inspection for whole- 
someness. 

The present interest in making poultry inspection compulsory under 
Federal law represents a development which logically stems from the 
experience gained over the years under the Department’s voluntary 
program. 

During the last 3 or 4 years this interest has grown to the point 
where proposals for such legislation are being supported by most of 
the farm organizations as well as industry and consumer groups. 

Perhaps a brief description of some of the changes which have taken 

lace in the production and marketing pattern for poultry will be 
en in considering legislation for compulsory — inspection. 
uring the last 20 years, poultry meat production from both 
chickens and turkeys has increased from 2.9 billion pounds live weight 
in the 1935-39 period to about 7 billion pounds in 1956. The per 
capita production of poultry meats has also increased. 

Despite a growing population, consumers have been provided with 
about 80 percent more chicken meat and 120 percent more turkey meat 
in recent years than was true in the period of the late thirties. 

The type of poultry being produced has also changed and areas of 
production likewise have changed. In the early thirties practically 
all of the poultry meat came from the general type farm and chicken 
meat produced was largely a byproduct of egg production. Today the 
great bulk of all poultry meat marketed comes from commercial-type 
operations. 

Commercial broiler production was hardly recognized as an industry 
in the late thirties. In recent years the number of broilers produced 
has exceeded 1 billion head per year. 

The production of turkeys camel has become highly commer- 
clalized and turkey production is becoming concentrated in specific 
geographical areas. This centralization of poultry meat production 
has brought into being mass movements of poultry products in in- 
terstate commerce. 

The retail merchandising of poultry has changed rapidly too. 'To- 
day the housewife is offered poultry as a convenience food item to the 
same extent, if not to a greater extent, than most other foods. 

During the past 20 years the puroduct offered for sale has moved 
through the phases from live to dressed or New York dressed, to birds 
which are ready-to-cook, and more recently to such convenience foods 
as fully prepared dinners, boned chicken and poultry meat pies which 
require no preparation by the housewife other than heating. 

These trends are undoubtedly the cause of the tremendous expan- 
sion in the use of the Department’s voluntary inspection service and 
also the reason why there is increasing interest in making poultry in- 
spection mandatory by law. 

I should like to point out, however, that there are some definite 
limitations to the benefits to be derived from compulsory poultry in- 
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spection. All of us must be cognizant of these limitations since com- 
pulsory inspection of processing plants is not a cure-all. : 

For example, compulsory inspection will not eliminate the possi- 
bility that exists with all foods, of people becoming ill after eating a 
meal either at home or in a restaurant, ve 

No inspection program, no matter how rigid, could completely elimi- 
nate the occurrence of human sickness resulting from the consumption 
of any food product that may later become contaminated from mis- 
handling after it leaves the processing plant. 

Also, seizures of poultry in marketing channels will not be com- 
yletely eliminated through the imposition of compulsory imspection. 
Most food seizures result from improper handling or damage during 
marketing—that is, after the product leaves the processing plant. 

Therefore, compulsory inspection at the processing plant would 
not eliminate those types of seizures. 

There is also some misconception about the extent of coverage that 
would be provided through a compulsory poultry inspection program 
under Pelee law. 

We should like to point out that such a Federal law would pri- 
marily control poultry moving in interstate commerce. 

The elimination of unwholesome poultry produced for sales in inter- 
state commerce could only be brought about by an active program on 
the part of State and local authorities. 

We in the Department would, of course, want to assist these author- 
ities in every way possible as we are now doing. 

Now, if the committee desires, I would like to have Mr. Hermon 
I. Miller diseuss the Department’s suggestions with respect to this 
legislation. 

The CHarmrman. As you say, the matter can be handled by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz. You are right. 

The Cuarrman. If he sees fit to establish a special department, I 
guess he could do that. 

Mr. Burz. You are right. 

The Cuarrman. That is why you believe it ought to be left to the 
diseretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, without any further ado. 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir. 

If the committee would like to have Hermon Miller discuss some 
of the specific changes to make the legislation more workable he will 
be glad to do so. 

The Cuarman. Let me say this to Mr. Miller, make it short, Mr, 
Miller, because when the committee proceeds to draft the bill, to 
write it up, we will have you here. 

I am going to ask you to be here to answer questions. And at this 
time you might file your statement in full, and give a few highlights, 
if you desire to. 


STATEMENT OF HERMON I. MILLER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVI- 
SION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mitirr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I will give a copy of the bill, 
S. 313, with certam changes or modifications, and soon. One of those, 
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just to point up, I believe the word “promises” was used instead of 
“premises.” 

The Cuarmman. That is clerical. We can do that ourselves in the 
committee. 

Mr. Miter. I don’t believe it is necessary to go into my statement. 
I might just make 1 or 2 comments. 

One is that we like the timing provisions contained in S. 313, which 
would give the Department the maximum time for planning. 

The Cuarrman. How does that compare with S. 645? 

Mr. Mirter. S. 645 gives 6 months beginning January 1 for plants 
to come under the act. The feature we are interested in is to have 
the maximum amount of time to plan, and to carry out the job of re- 
a, and training personnel, assisting plants to get ready, and so 

orth. 

The Cuarrman. What is the difference as to timing between S. 645 
and S. 313? 

Mr. Murr. If there is authority under the act as written in S. 
645 for the Department to secure appropriations and carry out the 
functions of planning, et cetra, prior to January 1, 1958, there would 
be re preference so far as the Department is concerned—if that was 
in there. 

The Cuarrman. Are you in favor of the time provision in S. 645? 

Mr. Mitter. Both of them have the same terminal points. We 
would like to suggest that that be changed to July 1, 1959, to pro- 
vide more time, in that the scope of this job is quite large. But we 
would like—— 

The Cuarrman. But in the meantime under both bills, as I under- 
stand it, those who desire to come under it could, if you have the 
facilities. 

Mr. Mitter. S. 645 would not permit them to come under until Jan- 
uary 1, 1959. §S. 313 would permit them to come under upon enact- 
ment. 

The Cuarrman. That is, if you have the capabilities? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. But we are suggesting in this statement an exten- 
sion of time. 

Another point I would like to make is that we feel that the rela- 
tionship between Food and Drug and the Department under this act 
is the same as under the Red Meat Act and the Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act. 

We are suggesting an exemption which would be added to the two 
that are included in all of the acts. An exemption for such time as 
the Secretary determines it would be impracticable to provide inspec- 
tion, and would aid in the effective administration of this act. 

In other words, if it is impossible to get inspectors, the Secretary 
could issue exemptions and those exemptions would terminate on 
July 1, 1960. 

Then we are suggesting one other Snag in the wording in the cost 
of inspection, to make it clear that the Department has authority to 
pay overtime from appropriated funds. And we are also suggesting 
some changes to simplify the requirements for labeling. 

The Carman. Speaking of the exemptions, as the witness testi- 
fied yesterday, he thought that quail and other forms of wildlife should 
be exempted from this act. I will have the Clerk give you a copy of 
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his statement, and I wish you would be prepared when we go to write 
up this bill to determine whether or not that should be done. If so, 
if it should be modified, I wish you would let us know. It is a little 
different from homegrown chickens and things like that. 

Mr. Mixer. I know about that. 


The Cuarrman. You might look into that and be prepared to advise 
us on that. 

Mr. Miizer. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Very well, Mr. Miller, we hope that when we write 
up this bill that you will be able to be with us, and together with any 
others of your staff, so that we can know whether we are doipg that 
which is feasible. 


Mr. Miter. Yes, we have our veterinary staff and will be glad to 
cooperate with you. ; 
(The statement of Mr. Miller and the suggested bill are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HERMON I. MILLER, Director, Pouttry Division, AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


I am here, as Secretary Butz has indicated, to discuss some modifications 
which we suggest should be made in 8. 313 so as to provide for a more effective 
compulsory poultry inspection law, and also clarify particular language. We 
have prepared a mimeographed draft of 8. 313 showing the ways in which the 
Department would amend or clarify the bill. Sufficient copies of this mimeo- 
graphed draft are available for use here. At this time I will mention the more 
important changes which the Department suggests and also indicate the differ- 
ences between S. 313 and S. 645. 

First, the differences between S. 313 and S. 645 are as follows: 

1. The term “poultry” as defined in section 4 of S. 645 means “any live 
or slaughtered domesticated bird.” The term “poultry” as defined in section 4 
of S. 313 means “any live or slaughtered domesticated bird or commercially 
produced game bird.” Although these two bills define poultry differently, we 
would interpret either definition to include commercially produced game birds. 

2. Section 5 provides authority for the Secretary to designate certain areas 
wherein poultry or poultry products moving intrastate would be required to be 
inspected. There are two major differences in this section. 

(a) S. 645 clearly indicates that such action would be initiated “upon appli- 
cation of any appropriate State or local official or of any appropriate poultry 
industry group.” S. 313 does not contain this language in section 5, but it is 
implied to be the policy of this bill through wording contained in the section 
entitled “Legislative Finding” on page 2, lines 23 and 24. 

(b) S. 645 clearly indicates that this authority is limited to “major consum- 
ing areas.” 

3. Section 6 of these two bills differs in that S. 313 covers inspection activities 
in four different subsections, that is, ante mortem inspection, post mortem exam- 
ination, reinspection, and quarantine and segregation. S. 645 combines the 
requirements for ante mortem and post mortem inspection into one paragraph 
of this section. The Department is already on record that it desires clear 
authority for requiring both ante mortem and post mortem inspections. The 
language of either bill, we feel, provides the Department with this authority. 

Section 6 of these two bills also differs in that S. 313 provides on page 8 in 
the sentence beginning on line 16 that “Poultry products and parts thereof 
thus inspected and found to be unfit for human consumption shall be condemned 
* * *” while S. 645 provides on page 8 in the sentence beginning on line 8 
that “All carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to be unwhole- 
some or adulterated shall be condemned * * *.” This language relating to con- 
demnation should be modified to read: “All poultry carcasses and parts thereof 
and poultry products found to be unfit for human consumption shall be 
condemned * * *,.” 

The reasons for this suggested change, which is different from the language in 
either bill, are as follows: With respect to S. 313 the term “poultry product” 
as defined means poultry from which the viscera has been removed. At the time 
of post mortem examination the viscera will not have been separated from the 
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earcass. With respect to S. 645, there may be instances where a poultry product 
which is adulterated but fit for human consumption may be salvaged or re- 
processed. 

4. The principal difference in section 23 of the two bills is that S. 645 indicates 
the act will take effect January 1, 1958, with all-inclusive coverage effective 
July 1, 1958; while S. 313 would become effective’ upon enactment and provide 
for the same all-inclusive coverage date as 8. 645. Thus, if S. 313 were enacted 
into law prior to January 1, 1958, the Department would have the additional 
time intervening between the date of enactment and January 1, 1958, to provide 
for the transition from the voluntary program to the compulsory program and 
to, render inspection service in such a manner so as to assure a more orderly 
transition than under the shorter period of time. For this reason we would 
prefer the language contained in section 23 of S. 313. However, the Depart- 
ment unges that consideration be given to extending the final effective date for 
all-inclusive coverage to July 1, 1959, instead of the July 1, 1958, date contained in 
S$. 313. The Department believes that the time schedule now provided in the 
bill is not sufficient to permit the industry and the Department of Agriculture 
to make the preparations and adjustments necessary to meet the mandatory 
requirements that would be imposed by this legislation. 

Now I want to discuss some of the modifications in language to strengthen 
or clarify specific sections in 8. 313. Many of the suggestions would apply to 
comparable sections of S. 645. 

1. In section 6 (c) entitled “Reinspection” it is suggested that the words 
“carcasses and parts thereof” in line 5, page 9, be changed to “poultry and poultry 
products.” Our reason for suggesting this change is to clearly provide the au- 
thority for reinspection of all poultry products, including but not being limited 
to carcasses and parts thereof, at official establishments as often as may be 
deemed necessary. 

The Department suggests rather detailed changes involving the labeling re- 
quirements which also necessitates conforming changes in the sections on “Defini- 
tions” and “Prohibited Acts.” These changes define the terms “immediate con- 
tainer” and “shipping container” and simplify the labeling required on shipping 
containers. If these suggested changes are made it will, in our opinion, simplify 
and reduce the amount of labeling that would-be required and at the same time 
would be in complete compliance with the labeling requirements of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

The Department suggests adding the words “official establishment” to section 
9 (i) of the section entitled “Prohibited Acts,” so as to make clear the intent of 
the paragraph which appears to be that of providing the authority to prohibit 
the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of any slaughtered poultry or 
uninspected poultry carcasses except for the purpose of further processing in 
an official establishment. 

The Department would also like to comment on section 19 (a) of S. 313 titled 
“General Provisions.” Under this subsection the provisions of the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act would not apply to poultry and poultry products to the extent 
of the application of this Poultry Inspection Aet under the regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary of Agriculture. The purpose of this is to avoid over- 
lapping jurisdiction of the two acts and therefore prevent needless duplication 
of effort. At the same time the provisions of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act would apply to any circumstances beyond the application of this Poultry 
Inspection Act, and also prevent any gaps in the application of these two laws. 
Under this provision we feel that the same relationships would exist between the 
poultry inspection program and the Food and Drug Administration as now exist 
between the red meat inspection program and the Food and Drug Administration. 
The Department believes that this subsection (a) is appropriate in that it 
assures complete coverage without duplication. 

The Department believes that this poultry inspection law should become 
effective upon enactment, with all-inclusive coverage as provided in S. 313 to 
become effective July 1, 1959. In order to implement this principle of gradual 
application, the Department believes it is also necessary to provide for a limited 
exemption authority. The Department suggests the addition of such exemption 
authority to section 16, which would read as follows: 

“(3) For such period of time as the Secretary determines that it would be 
impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in the effective 
administration of this act, any person engaged in the processing of poultry or 
poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry products processed 
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by such person: Provided, however, That no such exemption shall continue in 
effect on and after July 1, 1960.” 

We emphasize that this exemption is for a limited period after the effective 
date of the act and is recommended only in the interests of an orderly and smooth 
phasing in of the provisions of the law. 

The Department suggests that section 20 entitled “Cost of Inspection” be 
amended to make it clear that the Department could pay employees for premium 
pay or overtime work from appropriated funds and subsequently reimburse 
the appropriated accounts through collections from the poultry-processing plants. 
Unless such clarification is made it is not certain that appropriated funds could 


be used to make the initial payments for overtime, until reimbursement is 
received. 


COMPARATIVE PRINT OF S. 313 SHOWING .AMENDMENTS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


{Omit the part in black brackets and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department of 
Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America-in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Poultry 
Products Inspection Act.” 

LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Sec. 2. Wholesome poultry products are an important source of the Nation’s 
total supply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and 
substantial quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Un- 
wholesome and adulterated poultry products in the channels of interstate or 
foreign commerce are injurious to the public welfare, adversely affect the market- 
ing of wholesome poultry products, result in sundry losses to producers, and 
destroy markets for wholesome poultry products. The marketing of wholesome 
poultry products is affected with the public interest and directly affects the 
welfare of the people. All poultry and poultry products which have or are re- 
quired to have inspection under this Act are either in the current of interstate 
or foreign commerce or directly affect such commerce. That part that enters 
directly into the current of interstate or foreign commerce cannot be effectively 
inspected and regulated without also inspecting and regulating all poultry and 
poultry products processed or handled in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population may directly affect the movement of 
poultry and poultry products in interstate commerce. To protect interstate 
commerce in poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from 
being adversely burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or 
poultry products, the Secretary of Agriculture upon request of the appropriate 
authority is authorized after public hearing to ascertain from time to time and 
to designate cities or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or 


consumed in such volume as to affect the movement of inspected poultry or 
poultry products in interstate commerce. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a 


designated city or area of poultry products which are unwholesome, adulterated, 
or otherwise unfit for human food. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 4. For purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any point in any State, 
Territory, or possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside 
thereof; or between points within the same State or the District of Columbia, 
but through any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 
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(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, asso- 
ciation, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated bird or 
commercially produced game bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have been 
removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary, 
any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any human food 
product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in combination with 
other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, clean, and otherwise fit 
for human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 

: a Unsound, injurious to health, or otherwise rendered unfit for human 
ood. 

(2) Consisting in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed 
substance. 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions whereby 
a poultry product may have become contaminated with filth or whereby a poul- 
try product may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from diseased poultry or poultry which has 
died otherwise than by slaughter. 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances : 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which may 
render them injurious to health; but, in case the substance is not an added sub- 
stance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regu- 
lations hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal 
law limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such 
poultry and poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added sub- 
stance exceeding the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute 
adulteration. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner, 

(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom. 

(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is: 

(i) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of 
this Act. 

(j) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pur- 
suant to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the 
product was inspected. 

(k) The term “inspection service” means the official Government service within 
the Department of Agriculture having the responsibility for the inspection for 
wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products and for carrying out the provi- 
sions of this Act. 

(1) The terms “container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, plastic, 
or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(m) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(n) The term “label” means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container, if any, or upon the immediate container, including but 
not limited to an individual consumer package, if any, of the poultry product, 
or accompanying such product. 
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(0) The term “Shipping container” means any container used or intended for 
use in packaging the product packed in an immediate container. 

(p) The term “immediate container” includes any consumer package; or any 
carton, bow, barrel, or other receptacle in which poultry carcasses or poultry 
products, not consumer packaged, are packed. 


DESIGNATION 


Seo. 5. The Secretary is authorized to ascertain from time to time the cities 
or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or consumed in such 
volume as to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement of inspected poultry prod- 
ucts in commerce. Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the designation 
of such a city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall 
by order designate such city or area and prescribe the proviisons of this Act 
which shall be applicable thereto and grant such exemptions therefrom as he 
determines practicable. Such designation shall not become effective until six 
mouths after the notice thereof is published in the Federal Register. On and 
after the effective date of such designation, all poultry and poultry products 
processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated city or area shall 
be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


INSPECTION, REINSPECTION, AND QUARANTINE 


Sec. 6. (a) ANTE MORTEM INSPECTION.—For the purpose of preventing the 
entry into or flow or movement in commerce or in a designated city or area 
of poultry products which are unsound, unhealthful, unwholesome, adulterated, 
or otherwise unfit for human food, the Secretary in his discretion may cause to 
be made by inspectors pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by him such 
ante mortem examination, inspection, quarantine, segregation, and condemnation 
of poultry about to be slaughtered as he deems necessary. 

(b) Post MORTEM EXAMINATION.—For the purposes hereinbefore set forth, the 
Secretary, under rules and regulations by him prescribed, shall whenever proces- 
sing operations are being conducted cause to be made by inspectors, in each 
poultry processing establishment engaged in processing for commerce or for or in 
a designated city or area a post mortem examination and inspection of the carcass 
of each bird processed. Poultry products found to be sound, healthful, whole- 
some, unadulterated, and fit for human food shall be labeled in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act. [Poultry products and parts thereof thus inspected 
and] All poultry carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to be 
unfit for human consumption shall be condemned and shall, if no appeal be taken 
from such determination of condemnation, be destroyed for human food purposes 
under the supervision of an inspector. If an appeal be taken from such de- 
termination, the product shall be appropriately marked and segregated pending 
completion of an appeal inspeetion, which appeal shall be’ at ‘the cost of the 
appellant if the Secretary determines that the appeal is frivolous. If the 
determination of condemnation is sustained the product shall be destreyed for 
human food purposes under the supervisien of an inspector. 

(c) Rertnspection.—Under rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, 
there shall be reinspection of [carcasses and parts thereof] poultry and poultry 
products at official establishments as often as may be deemed necessary to insure 
fitness of poultry products for human consumption. The condemnation and 
destruction procedures prescribed hereunder shall be applicable if necessary, 
upon such reinspection, notwithstanding that such poultry products had been 
passed and certified in the previous inspection. 

(d) QUARANTINE AND SEGREGATION.—Under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, inspectors shall have authority to direct such quarantine or 
segregation of uninspected, suspect, or condemned live poultry or carcasses or 
parts thereof at official establishments as will prevent contamination of poultry 
and poultry products which may be certified as edible for human consumption. 


SANITATION FACILITIES AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 7. (a) Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing 
poultry products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated city or 
area shall have such premises, facilities, and equipment, and be operated in 
accordance with such sanitary practices, as are required by regulations pro- 
mulgated by the Secretary for the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow 
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or movement in commerce or in a, designated city or area, of poultry products 
which are unwholesome, adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment whose 
premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet the 
requirements of this section. 

LABELING 


Sec. 8. (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome and not adulterated, shall at 
the time such product leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly legible 
form, the official inspection mark [, the name of the product, an accurate state- 
ment of the quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure or numerical 
count, the name and address of the processor] and the approved plant number 
of the official establishment in which the contents were processed. [Each indi- 
vidual consumer package, if any,] Hach immediate container of any poultry prod- 
uct inspected under the authority of. this Act and found to be wholesome and 
not adulaterated shall at the time such product leaves the official establishment 
bear, in addition to the official inspection .mark, in distinctly legible 
forna, the mame of the product, a statement of ingredients if fabricated 
froin two or more ingredients, the net weight or other appropriate measure 
of the contents, the name and address of the processor and the approved plant 
number of the official establishment in which the contents were processed. The 
name and address of the distributor may be used in lieu of the name and 
address of the processor if the approved plant number is used to identify the 
official establishment in which the poultry product was prepared and packed. 
The Secretary may permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions frem the 
foregoing labeling requirements in any manner not in conflict with the Federal 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

(b) The use of any written, printed or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading in any 
particular is prohibited. No poultry products inspected or required to be in- 
spected pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale by 
any person, firm, or corporation under any false or deceptive name; but estab- 
lished trade name or names which are usual to such products and which are 
not false and deceptive and which shall be approved by the Secretary are per- 
mitted. If the Secretary has reason to believe that any label in use or pre- 
pared for use is false or misleading in any particular, he may direct that the 
use of the label be withheld unless it is modified in such manner as the Secretary 
may prescribe so that it will not be false or misleading. If the person using or 
proposing to use the label does not accept the determination of the Secretary, 
he may request a hearing, but the use of the label shall, if the Secretary so 
directs, be withheld pending hearing and final determination by the Secretary. 
Any such determination by the Secretary, shall be conclusive unless within 
thirty days after the receipt of notice of such final determination the person 
adversely affected thereby appeals to the United States court of appeals for 
the circuit in which he has his principal p'ace of business or to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The provisions 
of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, shall be 
applicable to appeals taken under this section. 


PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 9. The following acts or the causing thereof are hereby prohibited. 

(a) The processing, sale or offering for sale, transportation, or deliver or re- 
ceiving for transportation, in commerce or in a designated city or area, of any 
poultry product, unless such poultry product has been inspected for wholesome- 
ness and unless the shipping container [and the individual consumer package], 
if any, and the immediate container are marked in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this Act. 

(b) The sale or other disposition for human food of any poultry or poultry 
product, which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome or adulterated 
under this Act. 

(ec) [Knowingly and falsely] Falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, sim- 
ulating, or counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, 
or other identification, or device for making such mark or identifications used 
in connection with the inspection of poultry or poultry products under this Act, 
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or [knowingly] causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such 
false making, issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or [know- 
ingly] possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of Agriculture or his 
representative, uttering, publishing, or using as true, or causing to be uttered, 
published, or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered, forged, 
simulated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, 
or other identification, or device for making such mark or identification, or 
[knowingly] representing that any poultry or poultry product has been officially 
inspected under the authority of this Act when such poultry or poultry product 
has in fact not been so inspected. 

(d) [Knowingly using] Using in commerce, or in a designated city or area, 
a false or misleading label on any poultry product. 

(e) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for 
the poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered 
by said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(f) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative of the 
Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment engaged 
in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for marketing 
in a designated city or area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials. 

(g) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as au- 
thorized by section 11 of this Act. 

(h) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, 
or to the courts when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any 
information acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matter 
which as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 

(i) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offering for sale or transport 
any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or in 
combination with other ingredients (other than poultry products as defined in 
this Act), in commerce or from an official establishment or in a designated city 
or area, except that such poultry may be permitted to be transported between 
official establishments and to foreign countries pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

Sec. 10. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall process any poultry or 
poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this Act. 


RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Sec. 11. For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, persons engaged 
in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving poultry slaugh- 
tered for human consumption or poultry products in commerce or in a designated 
city or area, or holding such products so received shall maintain records showing, 
to the extent that they are concerned therewith, the receipt, delivery, sale, move- 
ment, or disposition of poultry and poultry products and shall, upon the request 
of a duly authorized representative of the Secretary, permit him at reasonable 
times to have access to and to copy all such records. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 12. The district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and restrain violations of this Act. The 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exclusive of, 
any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now or 
hereafter existing at law or in equity. 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 15. Any person who knowingly violates the provisions of section 9, 10, 11, 
or 18, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject 
to imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or a fine of not more than $5,000, or 
both such imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is committed after a con- 
viction of such person under this section has become final such person shall 
be subject to imprisonment for not more than two years, or a fine ef not more 
than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine: Provided, That no carrier 
shall be subject to the penalties of this Act, other than the penalties for violation 
of section 11, by reason of his receipt, carriage, holding, or delivery, in the usual 
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course of business as a carrier, of slaughtered poultry or poultry products, owned 
by another person unless the carrier has knowledge, or is in possession of facts 
which would cause a reasonable person to believe that such slaughtered poultry 
or poultry products were not inspected or marked in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this Act or were not otherwise eligible for transportation under this Act. 
When construing or enforcing the provisions of said sections, the act, omission, 
or failure of any person acting for or employed by an individual, partnership, 
eorporation, or association within the scope of his employment or office shall 
in every case be deemed the act, omission, or failure of such individual, partner- 
ship, corporation, or association, as well as of such person. 

Sec. 14. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to any 
United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person against 
whom such proceeding is contemplated: shall be given reasonable notice of the 
alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally or in writing with 
regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be con- 
strued as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for the 
institution of injunction proceedings of minor violations of this Act whenever 
he believes that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with 
the Act obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 15. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 16. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulation and under such con- 
ditions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may prescribe, 
to exempt from specific provisions of this Act— 

(1) poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on 
their own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only: 
Provided, That such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling 
poultry products other than those produced from poultry raised on their 
own farms; 

(2) retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to con- 
sumers in individual retail stores: Provided, That the only processing opera- 
tion performed by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products 
on the [promises] premises in which such sales to consumers are made; 

(3) for such period of time as the Secretary determines that it would be 
impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in the effective 
administration of this Act, ony person engaged in the processing of poultry 
or poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry products proc- 
essed by such person; Provided, however, that no such exemption shall 
continue in effect on and after July 1, 1960. 

(b) The Secretary may by order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 17. Any person who sells, delivers, transports or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated city or area any poultry products 
which are exempt under section 16, knowing that such products are unwholesome 
or adulterated, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof 
be subject to the penalties set forth in section 13. 


IMPORTS 


Sec. 18. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, of any kind 
shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, wholesome, 
fit for human food and not adulterated and contain no dye, chemical preservative, 
or ingredient which renders them [unhealthy,] unhealthful, unwholesome, 
adulterated, or unfit for human food and unless they also comply with the rules 
and regulations made by the Secretary of Agriculture to assure that imported 
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poultry or poultry products comply with the standards provided for in this Act. 
All imported slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, shall after entry 
into the United States in compliance with such rules and regulations be deemed 
and treated as domestic slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, within 
the meaning and subject to the provisions of this Act and the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, and acts amendatory of, supplemental to, or in substitution for 
such acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the destruc- 
tion of all slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, offered for entry and 
refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered poultry, or parts 
or. products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the time fixed therefor 
in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against any 
other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 19. (a) Poultry and poultry products shall be exempt from the provisions 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended, to the extent of the 
application or the extension thereto of the provisions of this Act. 

(b) In carrying ott the provisions of this Act the Secretary may cooperate with 
other branches of government and with State agencies and may conduct such ex- 
aminations, investigations, and inspections as he determines practicable through 
any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for such 
purpose. 

COST OF INSPECTION 


Sec. 20. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States[[, except the cost of overtime]. The Secretary 
of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay [inspectors] employees of 
the Department of Agriculture employed in establishments subject to the provi- 
sions of this Act[,] for [all] overtime, or holiday work performed at such 
establishments at such rates as he may determine and to accept from such 
establishments wherein such [overtime] premium pay work is performed reim- 
bursement for any sums paid out by him for such [overtime] work, such reim- 
bursement to be available witout fiscal-year limitation to carry out the purposes 
of this section. 

APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 21. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 22. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or cireumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall not 
be affected thereby. 

Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect upon enactment: Provided, That no person 
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act prior to July 1, 1958, unless such 
person applies for and receives inspection for poultry or poultry products in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and pursuant to regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary hereunder, in any establishment processing poultry or 
poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area. Any person who 
voluntarily applies for and receives such inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall 
be subject, on and after the date he commences to receive such inspection, to all 
of the provisions and penalties provided for in this Act with respect to all poultry 
or poultry handled in the establishment for which said application for inspection 
is made. 


The CuHatrMan. I understand Mr. Matt Triggs is present and desires. 
to file a statement for the American Farm Bureau Federation. 
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STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triags. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Since I have already taken the 
liberty of writing each member of the committee our views in support 
of S. 313, and because of the conflict, I wish just simply to file that 
statement and ask that the committee consider the slight change in 
language that we have recommended. 

And I just want. to make one sentence of comment and that is to 
express appreciation to the members of the committee who have given 
such serious consideration and their sincere interest and attention in 
bringing the bill along to the good shape in which it is and as reported 
by the committee, in the form of S. 4243 last year. 

The Cuamman. Thank you. That is our job. 

(The statement of Mr. Triggs is as follows :) 


The American Farm Bureau Federation by action approved by the official 
voting delegates of the member State farm bureaus at our last annual meeting 
favors the enactment of legislation to provide for the inspection of poultry and 
poultry products moving in interstate commerce and into major consuming area. 

First, we would like to express appreciation for the interest and careful con- 
sideration given to this issue by members of the committee, which resulted in 
the approval by the committee of S. 4243 in the last Congress, reintroduced in 
this Congress as S§. 313. 

This bill, in our opinion, is well designed to provide a practical yet effective 
program of poultry inspection, insuring the consumer a quality product, to the 
benefit of both consumers and poultrymen. 

S. 4243, as reported by this committee last summer, was reviewed at numerous 
meetings of poultrymen all over the United States during the fall months. As 
a result of such review and discussion it is our belief there is a high degree of 
agreement among poultrymen in support of the bill. 

Pursuant to the policy approved at our annual meeting we would like to sub- 
mit for the consideration of the committee an amendment designed to set forth a 
little more specifically the authority of the Department of Agriculture. We 
suggest that section 5 of the bill be revised to read as follows: 

“Section 5. The Secretary is authorized, upon application of the appropriate 
State or local official or of an appropriate poultry industry group, to ascertain 
through public hearings whether the volume of poultry or poultry products 
marketed in a major consuming area is such as to affect, burden, or obstruct the 
movement of inspected poultry or poultry products in commerce. If the Secre- 
tary finds after such public hearings that the inspection of all poultry marketed 
in such major consuming areas will effectuate the purposes of this Act, he shall 
by order designate and define such major consuming area. Such designation 
shall not become effective until six months after notice thereof is published in 
the Federal Register. On and after the effective date of such designation, all 
poultry and poultry products processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such 
designated major consuming area shall be subject to the provisions of this Act, 
except that the Secretary may grant such exemption therefrom as he determines 
practicable.” 

This proposed change in language would do two things: 

1. It would indicate that the Department of Agriculture would not have an- 
thority to extend mandatory inspection with respect to intrastate shipments of 
poultry marketed in rural areas. In most rural areas there are large numbers 
of poultrymen or very small slaughtering establishments which market small 
amounts of poultry in the adjoining area or community, often on a periodic or 
intermittent basis. It is not practical to provide inspection in such instances 
except at prohibitive cost. We do not believe the revised language of section 5 
as set forth above changes the intent of the bill, because no one, to our knowl- 
edge, has considered that the extension of mandatory poultry inspection in such 
instances would be undertaken under the original language. The change would, 
therefore, more specifically define the authority of the Department of Agri- 
culture in line with what has been generally considered to be the objectives of 
the bill. 








POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 115 


2. The second effect of the proposed revision would be to insure that the 
Department of Agriculture’s consideration of the extension of inspection to 
intrastate shipments would be preceded by an application from responsible local 
authorities or interests that such extension be made. We believe that there 
should be local consideration and discussion of the proposed extension by appro- 
priate local groups prior to any Federal action, that the proposed revision of 
the language of section 5 will tend to promote such local consideration and that 
this will further the effective accomplishment of the objectives of the bill. 

If the committee should favor this change the phrase “designated city or 


area’”’ in various other places in the bill should be changed to read “major con- 
suming area.” 


The opportunity to present the views of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion with respect to 8. 313 is appreciated. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me make this suggestion. Are there any wit- 
nesses present who desire at this time to merely file their statement in 
order to save time ? 

You know we had hearings on this same problem during the last ses- 
sion of the 84th Congress, and they were rather extensive. That is the 
reason why in regard to the bills that are pending we have limited the 
hearings to 2 ad yesterday and today. 

Does anybody else desire to file their statement? 

All right. Mr. John L. Harvey. 

Are you with the Department! 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, I am with the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration. 

The Cuatrman. Go ahead. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. HARVEY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Harvey. In filing my statement I would like to ask you to make 
two changes that are very minor. 

On rage 4, the paragraph in the middle of the page, insert “two of 
the bills, *in the sentence which begins, “The bills.’ 

And on page 5, in the second line, after the word “dispose of,” insert 

“minor,’ > making it “minor violations.” 

The Cuamman. All right, your statement will be filed in the record 
then. 

Mr. Harvey. I have 1 or 2 points that I should make. 

The Food and Drug Administration would like to urge that ante 
mortem inspection be made mandatory. It is our reading that neither 
S. 313 nor S. 645 would make ante mortem inspection mandatory, 
whereas S. 1128 does make it mandatory. 

The Cuatrman. According to our attorney, the word “shall” is used 
in S. 645 as well as in S. 1128. 

Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Harvey. The use of the word “shall”? 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. But I think that the language of that does not make 
inspection mandatory. It authorizes inspection but does not make 
it mandatory, ante mortem inspection. 

The Cuarrman. So that the only one that makes it mandatory is 
S. 1128, according to your theory. 
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Mr. Harvey. That is my theory. And §S. 1128, I think, properly 
provides administrative latitude in giving the detail of the ante 
mortem. 

Weendorse S. 1128 in that respect. 

The proposal in all of the bills to make mandatory inspection of 
purely intrastate poultry and poultry products on the basis of volume 
such as to burden interstate commerce, we believe that those proposals 
need a great deal of study and consideration from all angles. And 
inspection where the volume alone is the criterion that should be 
used, we see that the effect would be to oust the jurisdiction of the 
State and local authorities in designated areas. 

And while we are not voicing an objection to the principle we 
believe that it needs to be most thoroughly considered before it is 
adopted and, perhaps, criteria other than volume. 

The CHatrman. Would you suggest anything else, any other 
criteria ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. I would suggest 

The Cuarrman. Have you that in your statement ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, have. I have the suggestion in the statement. 

The CuHatrman. All right. When the committee proceeds to write 
up the bill, we will ask you to come up and assist us. 

Mr. Harvey. I will be very happy to do so, Mr: Chairman. 

The CHarrman. All right. 

Mr. Harvey. The other principal point in my statement that I would 
like to make brief reference to: I am in full agreement with Secretary 
Butz and Mr. Miller that it is intended or should be intended that the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act apply to poultry after the inspection 
has been accomplished and after it leaves the establishment to take 
care of any difficulties that may arise subsequent, and can do so. 

I have some question in my mind as to whether the wording of the 
general provision makes that clear. I think that ought to be further 
considered in drafting. If that is the intention, that can be said so 
in very specific language. 

The CHarrman. Do you suggest language in your statement ? 

Mr. Harvey. I did not do so because I had completed my statement, 
but I have a willingness to—— 

The CHatrman. When the committee sits in executive session. In 
the meantime you let it grow in your mind and be prepared to make 
suggestions to us, so that we can give it consideration. 

Mr. Harvey. I will be very happy to do so, Mr. Chairman. 

On the other hand, I want to say this, I have not yet filed with 
the committee the departmental report on the bills. We only had a 
week to get this done. We will get it in as soon as we can. 

I think there will be some additional comments in there that I have 
not covered in my prepared statement. 

The Cuarrman. You mean a regular report coming from the De- 
partment ? 

Mr. Harvey. That is right. 

The Cuairman. I suppose in that regular report you will make to us 
you will cooperate with other divisions in the Department, sections, 
and put in the report your suggestions as to changes that you are now 
talking about. We want to have it in writing before us and then later 
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on when we consider the bill in executive session we will at least have 
it and then call you in for further explanation. 

Mr. Harvey. I will be very glad to do that. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Harvey. I might say it would be most inconvenient for me 
because these are in preparation at the moment to provide them as 
an addendum, but I will get that in. 

The CHarrman. Very well. 

Mr. Harvey. I believe that is all I have to say. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, Mr. Harvey. 

Are there any questions 

Mr. Harvey. Let me complete this statement, if I may. I did not 
because of the time element have the advice of the Bureau of the 
Budget on this report. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

(The statement of Mr. Harvey is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. Harvey, Deputy COMMISSIONER, Foop AND DrucG 
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


My name is John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner of Food and Drugs, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The need for a Federal poultry-inspection program which will effectively pro- 
tect consumers against purchase and consumption of unfit poultry and poultry 
products and plant workers and poultry handlers from exposure to disease has 
been explored by this committee in the last session of Congress. 

We concur in the widely shared view that inspection of the type proposed in 
these bills is necessary and we are in accord with the objectives expressed. We 
have previously testified that it is our view that the proopsed continuous in- 
spection should be administered by the Department of Agriculture. That De- 
partment has a vast amount of experience and know-how derived from its 50 
years of administering the Meat Inspection Act and the more recent voluntary 
inspection program on poultry has contributed to this experience. 

The enormous increase in the size and complexity of the poultry industry now 
places it, like the meat industry, in a position to be best regulated by systematic 
and complete routine inspection at the processing plant, as contrasted with the 
spot-check, regulatory basis such as is usual under the Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act. 

We wish to make some comment which is applicable in varying degrees to the 
bills now under consideration. 

There is a need for ante mortem inspection to provide an opportunity to see 
and separate out sick birds, which can be identified best while alive. Neither 
S. 313 nor S. 645 would make ante mortem inspection mandatory. S. 1128 does 
make it mandatory and at the same time, we think properly, provides adminis- 
trative latitude in determining the manner and detail in which such ante 
mortem inspection is to be carried on. We endorse the provisions of 8. 1128 for 
mandatory ante mortem inspection. 

The bills seek to provide mandatory inspection of purely intrastate poultry 
and poultry products wherever handled or consumed in such volume as to ob- 
struct, affect, or burden interstate commerce. We believe that such proposals 
should receive most careful study and consideration from all angles before 
adoption. It appears that the effect of the application of such provisions would 
be for the Federal Government to take over inspection within the States and 
oust State and local inspection authorities from their traditional jurisdiction. 
Such a step has serious implications. We question whether volume alone pro- 
vides a basis upon which such takeover would be justified. 

The establishment of Federal jurisdiction in areas heretofore exclusive to the 
States should, we believe, take into account all relevant factors, not merely 
volume, and it should be shown that the burden on interstate commerce pre- 
sented is such as to preclude the effective enforcement of the act or otherwise 
tend to defeat its purposes with respect to interstate commerce or create an 
unfair competitive advantage to intrastate processors. 
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§S. 313 and 8. 645 provide for exemptions from inspections in designated areas 
as the Secretary may deem practicable. This provision for exemption does not 
appear in S. 1128. We donot understand the reasons for such exemptions nor 
the precise significance of the word “practicable” as used in this section. 

The term “inspector” is defined in S. 313 and §S. 645 as Any person author- 
ized by the Secretary to inspect poultry and poultry products; whereas, S, 1128 
defines an inspector as an employee of the Federal Government authorized by 
the Secretary to inspect poultry and poultry products. In previous hearings 
concern has been expressed that inspectors might be employed who had interests 
or connections in common with or parallel to. the packer or producer and thus 
possibly in conflict with the inspection service and the public interest, 

We suggest that the definition of an inspector: be such as to exelude any 
person who has any conflicting interest but at the same time be such as to not 
preclude utilization of qualified employees of State inspection services, when 
such procedure is mutually acceptable to State authorities and the Secretary. 

It is essential that the management of establishments under inspection have 
no control over the actions, decisions, salaries or assignment of inspectors. 

Each of the bills carries a provision requiring certain package labeling, which 
for the most part parallels the requirements of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act. It appears to be intended that poultry and poultry products be subject to 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act once they have left the inspected 
establishment and are introduced or delivered for introduction into interstate 
commerce. If this is not so then there would be no control or regulation after 
the poultry leaves the inspected establishment where changes take place that 
result in such foods being unwholesome, adulterated, or misbranded when they 
reach the consumer. The law is meaningless from the standpoint of consumer 
protection unless it carries its protection through until the food is sold to the 
consumer. The language of the general provisions should therefore make it 
clear that poultry or poultry products otherwise subject to the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act are not exempted from compliance therewith after they have 
been removed from inspected establishments and have been introduced or de- 
livered for introduction into interstate commerce. 

If the detailed labeling requirements are retained, they should include a pro- 
vision requiring label declaration of the fact of use of artificial flavor, artificial 
color, or chemical preservative. This is needed to avoid a hiatus with the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

Two of the bills propose to relieve a violator of liability for his wrongdoing 
under the penalty sections, unless such violations are knowingly committed. 
It is axiomatic that in the processing of foods for human consumption the pro- 
ducer should be held strictly accountable for shipment of any unfit, unwhole- 
some, adulterated, or misbranded articles. A requirement that a producer be 
held only where he has an awareness of wrongdoing defeats this strict require- 
ment and precludes effective enforcement. Intent to adulterate, misbrand, or 
otherwise violate the law is dispensed with in both the Meat Inspection Act and 
the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. We do not believe that violators of the 
Poultry Inspection Act should be held to less strict accountability than food manu- 
facturers generally. A manufacturer’s failure to fully inform himself of mat- 
ters about which in all good conscience he should be cognizant should be punish- 
able as well as the intentional distribution of offensive poultry. The seeming 
harshness of such rule is ameliorated by the provision which occurs in the bills 
authorizing the Secretary to dispose of minor violations by written notice of 
warning in lieu of prosecution, when he believes that the public interest will be 
adequately served by such procedure. We recommend that the requirement of 
awarness of wrongdoing be dispensed with wherever it occurs in the provisions 
listing the prohibited acts and in the penalty sections and that the provision for 
disposition of minor violations set forth in the bills be adopted. Incidentally, in 
S. 1128 the word “minor” was omitted, perhaps inadvertently. 

The sections of the bills dealing with import poultry and poultry products are, 
to us, unclear. We recommend that these sections be redrafted to set forth un- 
mistakably the jurisdiction of the Poultry Inspection Act and the precise scope 
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts offered for import and imported into the United States. 

There are other suggestions on some of these bills which we shall undoubtedly 
offer in connection with our departmental report on the bills, which will be sub- 
mitted at the earliest practicable date. The latest of the three bills reached us 
on the 21st of February, and we have had little time for detailed study of the 
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group of bills together. We shall be glad to render any assistance we can to the 
committee and its staff in placing in draft form our recommendations, and to 
cooperate with other interested departments of Government to the end of produc- 
ing legislation best fitted to fully accomplish the salutary purposes and much 
needed objectives of this important legislation. 

In view of the suddenness with which this hearing was scheduled, there has not 
been time to obtain the advice of the Bureau of the Budget concerning these bills 
in accordance with the procedure established for that purpose. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Zimmerman is filing his statement. He repre- 
sents the National Grange as research director. His statement will be 
put in the record at this point. 


STATEMENT FILED By GorRDON K. ZIMMERMAN, RESEARCH DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
GRANGE 


The National Grange is pleased to see this committee give consideration to 
these bills relating to poultry inspection. The production and marketing of 
wholesome foods of high quality, and the expanded consumption of such foods 
and their ready availability and acceptance by the consuming public, are matters 
of basic interest and concern to the National Grange today as they have been 
for many years past. 

We, therefore, appreciate very much the opportunity of submitting our views 
on the proposed iegislation now being considered. 

At the 90th annual session of the National Grange last November, the delegates 
adopted the following resolutions : 

1. That a Federal poultry inspection system be established in the Poultry 
Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture, with the Secretary of 
Agriculture authorized to determine the type, character, and scope of inspection 
required to assure wholesome poultry products. 

2. That the United States Department of Agriculture use appropriate State 
agencies on a cooperative basis wherever feasible. 

The committee has before it three bills, S. 313, S. 645, and 8S. 1128. Although 
the provisions of all three of these bills are carefully drawn and are to a large 
extent identical, we believe S. 1128 to be the least desirable for the following 
reasuns: 

1. S. 1128, unlike the two other bills, would require that the inspection function 
be placed within the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture. This seems unnecessarily specific. Functional reassignments within 
the Department are not unusual and we accordingly favor the broader language 
of S. 313 and S. 645 which simply directs that the inspection service shall be 
the official Government service within the Department of Agriculture having 
respousibility in this field. This would allow a desirable administrative latitude, 
we believe, without impairing the quality of the service. 

The inspection work for the present voluntary inspection program is being 
performed by or immediately under the supervision of qualified veterinarians 
with long experience in poultry. These are the logical men to conduct any 
widened regulatory or compulsory inspection function in the field of poultry, 
for they are the only men in the Department who have been doing this kind of 
work and who have accumulated practical experience. 

2. 8S. 1128, unlike the two other bills, would require that an inspector be an 
employee of the Federal Government and would thereby prevent the Secretary 
from cooperating with and seeking the cooperation of the States and local 
governmental units by commissioning officers or employees of a State or of a 
local governmental body to inspect poultry. Such cooperation exists today in 
the operation of the voluntary poultry inspection program and should be 
encouraged and extended. 

In connection with the inspection itself, we favor the language contained in 
section 6 (a) of S. 645. In our opinion, maximum wholesomeness to the con- 
sumer is better assured by leaving to the Secretary of Agriculture the type, 
character, and scope of inspection which is required to determine wholesome- 
ness. The horizons of science are ever changing and it seems to us that no 
legislative limitation. be placed upon the Secretary in developing and utilizing 
any new and better methods of inspection for wholesomeness which research 
and expanding scientific knowledge may make available. 
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The Grange favors legislation providing for an effective inspection program 
for poultry. It seems to us that maximum effectiveness will be achieved by 
legislation which will give full assurance to the consuming public that only 
poultry food products which have been inspected for wholesomeness can be 
marketed in interstate commerce, while at the same time avoiding any disrup- 
tion of marketing patterns and processes which have been developed in making 
poultry, as it is today, the third most important producer of cash farm income. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mullin is our next witness. 

Senator Hortanp. There are several others from Florida here. I 
would like to have them stand up at this time. 

Mr. Mullin will be the only one to testify, but we would like to get 
their names in the record. 

The Cuarrman. Will you call up your delegation and call them by 
name, so we can put their names in the record ? 

Senator Horzanp. State Senator Harry O. Stratton is here, and he 
is chairman of the Florida State Legislative Poultry Committee. 

Mr. Roger Painter of the Painter Poultry Co., producers and proces- 
sors of poultry at Jacksonville. 

Harold Irvin of the Pinebreeze Poultry Farm of Callahan, Fla. 

The CuHatrrman. We are glad to have you gentlemen. 

Senator Horianp. I appreciate their willingness in the interest of 
saving time, to let Mr. Mullin make a statement for the group. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mullin is a longtime director of the poultry 
and egg inspection division of the Florida Department of Agriculture. 
We have one of the oldest inspection setups of any of the States in 
this field. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Proceed, Mr. Mullin. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. MULLIN, DIRECTOR, POULTRY AND EGG 
INSPECTION DIVISION, FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL- 
TURE, TALLAHASSEE, FLA. 


Mr. Mutu. Mr. Chairman, my statement is going to be very brief 
and I would like to read it. 

My name is Thomas J. Mullin. I am director of the poultry and 
egg inspection division of the Florida Department of Agriculture, and 
I am accompanied today as stated by Senator Holland, by State Sen- 
ator Harry O. Stratton, chairman of the Florida State Legislative 
Poultry Interim Committee; Roger Painter of the Painter Poultry 
Co., producers and processors of poultry, Jacksonville, Fla.; and Har- 
old Irvin, Pinebreeze Poultry Farm, Callahan, Fla. 

In appearing before this Senate Agriculture Committee on the ques- 
tion of the proposed mandatory inspection for wholesomeness legisla- 
tion, I would first like to make myself and Florida’s position very 
clear. 

We have always favored full protection for the health and welfare 
of our Florida citizens and visitors. We have been one of the pioneer- 
ing States in instituting poultry and egg inspection legislation and 
effective enforcement programs, so much so that our legislative and 
enforcement programs have been used as patterns by many of our 
sister States. 

These regulatory inspection laws on poultry and eggs have been in 
foree since 1933, and I myself have been associated with the depart- 
ment since that year. Therefore, you can well understand that we 
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favor all reasonable, enforceable, protective legislation not only for 
poultry and eggs but for other commodities, when deemed necessary. 

In our consideration of the proposed bills known as the Aiken, the 
Talmadge, and the Humphrey bills, there is 1 particular section which 
varies slightly in the 3 bills but which the Florida poultry industry 
violently opposes in all of them. 

That is the section in all three bills under the title of “Designation.” 

We in Florida who have had an inspection program in force for 
these many years feel that in Florida and in other States where a 
definite agency has been given the responsibility for administering 
and enforcing poultry inspection laws, that these agencies shall be the 
sole source for originating requests for public hearing to determine 
whether or not cities or areas should be designated. 

We in Florida do not feel that local groups, industry groups, or any 
other official or nonofficial groups nie hee not had, and do not have 
the responsibility and the experience of poultry-inspection work should 
be given the right to originate requests for public hearings. 

We feel that State agencies, where they exist, they have had this 
responsibility and experience, certainly are in a better position to 
ju age the need of such hearing or such deshametion, 

erefore, we respectfully request and strongly urge the originators 
of the mandatory poultry legislation, or this senatorial committee, 
to amend the designation section of the bill that may be reported 
out to include the stipulation that only such constituted agencies as 
described above, where they exist, be given the privilege of originating 
request for public hearing for the purpose of designation. 
he CuHarrmMan. Thank you. 

Senator Hotzanp. I would like to ask one question. 

If I understand your position, it is that where there is an effective 
and functioning State agency with the responsibility and experience 
in this field that it onl be the agency and the sole agency in that 
State to make the application for designation hearings; is that correct ? 

Mr. Mutiny. That is very correct, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. But in States where no such agency exists, you 
have no objection to the methods as pointed out in ns bills? 

Mr. Mutirn. Not the slightest. 

Senator Youna. May I ask this question? What would happen to 
your own inspection system if this bill becomes the law ? 

Mr. Muuuin. Not much, if anything, for this reason: 

Florida is a deficit-producing State. We have to import about 50 
percent of the poultry meat that is consumed there. For that reason 
our own processors would not be too much affected because we do not 
ship into interstate commerce. 

nd, therefore, the Federal legislation would not adversely affect 
us per se. 

Senator Youne. What would happen in a State where they export 
a lot of poultry and have their own inspection system? Would that 
inspection system continue or would it he taken over entirely by the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Mottin. In one of the bills I think they allow the State inspec- 
tion system to continue. 

As far as we are concerned our inspection service will continue. 

Senator Youne. I do not know why it should not. If you have a 
good system I don’t know why it should not continue. 
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Senator HoLLanp. We not only have a good and recognized system, 
Mr, Chairman, but we also have the situation mentioned by Mr. Mullin. 
We cannot produce enough to supply our total needs, and, therefore, 
all, or practically all, of our output moves only in intrastate commerce 
and not in interstate commerce. 

Senator Youne. I would want to go into how the Department would 
propose to coordinate the two services, the State and the Federal, in 
writing this legislation. 

The Cuarrman. That is going to be one of the important pret to 
consider, may I say to my good friend from North Dakota. This being 
a new venture, it may be that we will have to give a little leeway to 
those already established, in the hope that as time goes on they will 
be able to amalgamate and we can make it compulsory so that it will 
work well, that is, to have Federal inspection throughout. 

Senator Hotianp, That, certainly, is an important objective. 

The CHairMan. Yes. 

Senator Hottanp. We happen to be, in our State, in the situation we 
have mentioned. We are certainly interested in working out the 
situation amicably in States that are largely exporters. 

The Cuarrman. Any new legislation like this, in order to get it 
on the statute books, would have to be more or less liberal and as time 
goes on it will be amended to improve it. 

Senator Jounston. You import most of your eggs and poultry into 
Florida ? 

Mr. Mvuxur1n. That is correct. 

Senator Jounsron. That being so, the people that are sending the 
foodstuffs in—you would want them checked as closely as possible, 
isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Muuurn. Certainly. Any inspection service, National or State 
service, in those States that export into Florida would be helpful to 
Florida because it would insure our getting fine merchandise. 

However, we inspect all of the poultry meat and eggs that come in 
from other States, anyhow. They have to pass through our inspection 
service. 

Senator Hotzianp. That situation would probably be affected, how- 
ever, when the Federal Government preempts that field. 

Senator Jounston. What I was thinking is that you will find in 
different States they will have different kinds of inspections. They will 
not all be uniform and they may not be up to the Florida standards. 

Do you want to drop down to their standards ? 

Mr. Mouxirn. They must come up to our inspection standards, Sen- 
ator. 

Senator Jonnston. That is what you are going to run into. If 
you do not have some Federal right to go in there and make the inspec- 
tion over the State inspection, you will run into some trouble. 

Mr. Mutury. I think I can clarify that. Let us consider turkeys 
foramoment. Florida consumes many turkeys during the year. And 
60 percent of the turkeys, I think, in the country come under Federal 
inspection now. 

It is voluntary inspection, paid for by the processor, not mandatory. 

Those federally inspected turkeys are accepted in Florida as any 
other federally inspected poultry is. 
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And, of course, we like Federal inspection. We would like to have 
all of the merchandise federally inspected that is coming, particu- 
larly if the State from which it originates has no State inspection 
service. 

Senator Jounston. If a State has an inspection service at the 
present time, how are you going to govern that when it is put into 
interstate commerce when it comes to you ¢ “ 

Mr. Muiin. When it comes it loses the interstate character and 
it is subject to our inspection service. 

The CuarrMAN. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I have a wire from the interna- 
tional representative for the State of Florida, Amalgamated Meat 
Cutters and Butcher Workmen of the AFL-CIO, which I ask to 
have inserted in the record. 

And I want to say for the information of those who have not read 
it, that it supports the so-called Humphrey bill, S. 1128, with one 
change, the same change suggested by Mr. Mullin, that is—I will 
read what it says: 


We believe poultry inspection bill must provide where a legally constituted 
State agency charged with the administration and enforcement of poultry inspec- 
tion is in our opinion must be the sole source of any request for public hearing to 
designate an area under poultry inspection legislation. 

This is essential to protect intrastate program of Florida. 


Apparently, that is the same position. 

The Cuairman. Without objection the telegram will be inserted at 
this point in the record. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 


MIAMI, FLA., February 27, 1957. 
Senator Spessarp HOLLAND, 


United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Organized labor of Florida supports positive action of Florida delegation 
appearing before Senate Agricultural Committee in support of S. 1128 with 
amendment on designated section. We believe poultry inspection bill must 
provide where a legally constituted State agency charged with the administra- 
tion and enforcement of poultry inspection is in our opinion must be the sole 
source of any request for public hearing to designate an area under poultry 
inspection legislation this is essential to protect intrastate program of Florida. 
Assurance for the protection of workers in interstate will be best served by 
enactment of 8. 1128, Humphrey bill. 

GEORGE PFAFFENDORF, 
Business Manager, Special International Representative of Florida, 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen, AFL-CIO. 


Senator Hottanp. Before we close the Florida case, let me say that 
Senator Stratton, who is chairman of the committee of the State sen- 
ate on this subject, is the chairman of a continuing committee. This 
subject is regarded as of such importance in our State that there is a 
continuing legislative committee which has jurisdiction at all times of 
the year relative to poultry and egg inspection. He is the chairman 
of that committee. 


STATEMENT FILED By Harry O. STRATTON, FLormDA STatTeE SENATOR, 
CALLAHAN, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Harry O. Stratton. 


I am a State senator in Florida and the chairman of the Florida Legislative 
Poultry Interim Committee. 


89520—57——-9 
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As you may well understand, my first interest is in Florida, its citizens, and its 
visitors. The proposed mandatory poultry-inspection legislation is in every 
public servant’s heart whether he be in Florida or in Alaska. My colleagues 
from the Florida poultry industry have studied the various bills which have been 
introduced in the 85th Congress, and we are unanimous in the opinion that the 
designation clause of a bill reported favorably by this committee must protect 
Florida. It must incorporate an amendment which provides that where a con- 
stituted State agency charged with the administration and enforcement of ade- 
quate poultry inspection is in operation, it must be the sole source of any request 


for public hearing to designate an area of such State under the poultry-inspection 
legislation. 


Aside from this point, we feel that S. 1128 will provide greater protection for 
consumers, poultry workers, poultry processors, and poultry farmers. We 
heartily support it and its provisions. We hope this committee will report it 
with the designation amendment we have suggested. 


The Cuatrman. Allright, Mr. Barker. 


STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY W. BARKER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DE- 
PARTMENT, AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER 
WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA, AFL-CIO, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Barker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

My name is S. W. Barker. I am the director of the poultry depart- 
ment of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America (AFL-CIO). 

The AMCBW is a labor union with 325,000 members organized in 
more than 500 local unions throughout the United States, Canada, and 
Alaska. 

The AMCBW and its locals have contracts with thousands of em- 
ployers in the meat, retail, poultry, egg, canning, leather, fish process- 
ing, and fur industries. 

More than 30,000 of our members are employed in the poultry proc- 
essing industry. It is because of them that our organization feels we 
have an important stake and role in that industry. 

With the permission of the committee, I should like briefly to tell 
of my own relationship with the various phases of the poultry indus- 
try. Ihave been connected with some parts of the industry all of my 
life. 

I was reared on a poultry farm in Oregon. My family raised 
poultry until last year. I began working in the poultry processing 
industry in 1923. 

In 1937, when I became a representative of local No. 231 of the 
AMCBW, my knowledge of the industry increased because I also be- 
came aware of the many problems of management. 

Today, as director of the poultry department of the AMCBW, I am 
in daily contact with local unions which have nearly 700 agreements 
with poultry processors all over the Nation. 

One of my jobs is to assist these local unions in their work with 
management. Thus, I am called upon to travel into all sections of the 
country. 

In fact, Iam currently in the midst of a 2-month tour of our poultry 
locals. In short, Mr. Chairman, I believe I can testify with very 
practical knowledge of the poultry industry. 

Our union began its campaign for compulsory poultry inspection 
in 1946. We did so because of the hicardoes conditions which face 
poultry workers in many plants. 
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We believe that if an effective and meaningful compulsory poultry 
inspection program is put into effect, the health dangers ranging from 
bothersome skin rashes and infections, to killing psittacosis, would 
be minimized. 

We also firmly believe that we have a responsibility to the consumer. 
We feel that the scandalous practices of some part of the industry 
must be ended; that the consumer must be assured of a clean and 
wholesome product. 

Our campaign swung into high gear about 314 years ago as it became 
increasingly apparent to us that compulsory inspection was the an- 
swer to the health problems of poultry workers. 

At first, we sought a close working relationship with the poultry 
processing industry and the Department of Agriculture to secure 
an inspection law. 

Unfortunately, at that time, many sections of the industry did not 
believe inspection was desirable and the Department of Agriculture 
believed its voluntary program was sufficient. 

Therefore, we, together with public-health organizations, women’s 
groups, consumer organizations, and some farm groups and other 
labor unions went into the drive for compulsory poultry inspection 
on our own. 

We are very happy to see that all responsible parts of the poultry 
processing industry now favor the principle of compulsory poultry 
inspection. 

We also note with great satisfaction that the Department of Agri- 
culture has in 1956 and today, spoken strongly and forcefully for 
this principle. 

I want to emphasize our great concern about mandatory poultry 
inspection because we have fuond that in some quarters there is the 
very strong belief that this problem should be strictly the concern 
of the poultry processing industry. 

We have been considered to be bothersome outsiders who are stick- 
ing their noses into something which is not their business. 

Public health people have been thought of as nosey busybodies whose 
heads are in the clouds. And consumer groups have been considered 
as people who should be satisfied with platitudes and thankfully accept 
any bit of protection which is given them. 

I am certain that this is not the view of the committee members. 
But I should like to discuss here briefly how unfortunate and danger- 
ous is the opinion I have described. 

Mandatory poultry inspection legislation is not a marketing legisla- 
tion. It has four major purposes: 

(1) To protect the health and purchases of consumers; 

(2) To protect the health of poultry workers; 

(3) To protect the reputable processors against the dangers to his 
business provided by the practices of the shady operators, and 

(4) To protect the poultry farmers’ business. 

The latter two objectives necessarily depend upon the first and 
somewhat on the second. 

Since this is the case, the consumer and poultry worker certainly 
have an important stake in poultry inspection and their views should 
have some meaning. 

Further, since the standards for health and consumer protection 
will be dependent on medical and scientific knowledge and since the 
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inspection will have to be enforced by medical and scientific men, the 
public health groups also have a great deal to offer in the consideration 
of this type of legislation. 

In the four hearings so far held on compulsory poultry inspection 
legislation, consumer, public health, labor, and some farm organiza- 
tions have together supported one type of legislation; the group to be 
regulated has supported another. 

In such a situation, is it in the public interest that the views of the 
group to be regulated should be considered the dominant opinion, as 
some have suggested ? 

If that had been the case at other times in legislative history, there 
would have been no Meat Inspection Act in 1906, and hundreds of 
important consumer-protective and health-saving laws would have 
been made impotent. 

A. Industrial hazards: I do not want to take this committee’s time 
with a presentation of the great deal of material we have accumulated 
to show the need for compulsory poultry-inspection legislation. 

But I would like to bring to your attention some new material on the 
industrial hazards in the poultry industry. This will show how des- 
perately many of our members need an effective poultry-inspection 
program. 

Poultry and small game dressing and packing has almost con- 
sistently been the third most hazardous industry in the United States, 
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics quarterly survey. 

Of the more than 130 manufacturing industries in the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics study, only sawmills and planing mills and logging 
operations showed a higher injury frequency rate. In 1955 and 1956, 
the poultry processing figure was more than three times the average 
rate for all manufacturing. 

The injury frequency rate for poultry processing is nearly twice as 
high as that of meat packing and custom slaughtering. 

This fact probably provides some indication of the difference in 
industrial injury caused by the lack of adequate inspection. 

Further, work generally considered dangerous, such as blast fur- 
nace and steel mill labor, steel foundry labor, and construction and 
mining machinery production have comparatively small manufac- 
turing injury rates in relation to poultry and small game processing 
and packing. 

In a table below, we provide some of these comparisons. We shall, 
with the committee’s permission, submit the entirety of the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics’ latest report on manufacturing injury frequency 
rates. 

Injury frequency rate 





1955 Ist6months, | 3d quarter, 1956 
1956 


Average (all manufacturing) -......-......-..---..--..-.-- 12.1 12.¢ 12.3 

CE th. thd ating dated atabaenwdnichue epee tererees 73.5 68.2 71.4 
Sawmills and planing mills_.........-..--.---..--...----- 41.5 42.9 42.8 
Poultry and small game dressing and packing...-........-. 34.3 36. 5 35.1 
Meat packing and custom slaughtering. -............--.-.- 18.9 19. 1 19.3 
Sausage and other prepared meat products___.......-...-- 20. 2 2.7 24.0 
Blast furnaces and steel mills_............-.-.-.---------- 4.8 4.5 4.7 
en SUNN LS Sh SS IR es dee ban nSee- | 19.9 23. 5 25.8 
Construction and mining machinery-.........-...-----.-.- 16. 5 18.4 2 


| 





Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics quarterly reports. 
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Figures represent injuries per million employee-hours worked. 

The injury rates are higher in 1956 than in 1955. A’ small part of 
the reason for this may be the three psittacosis epidemics from which 
poultry workers suffered last year. 

In such widely differing areas as Portland, Oreg., Houston, Tex. 
and Virginia, this dread illness struck 136 men and women killing 
3 of them. An effective inspection program, which included ante 
mortem inspection, could have minimized these outbreaks. 

B. The bills: This committee has 3 bills before it: S. 313, S. 645 
and §. 1128. These measures are very similar. In fact, many sec- 
tions are word-for-word the same. 

However, our study of the bills has shown us differences in the very 
basic points of a compulsory poultry inspection system. 

These differences are so important that we believe S. 313 and S. 645 
would bring about a program which could not be enforced and one 
which would not minimize epidemics, such as the psittacosis outbreaks, 

S. 1128, on the other hand, does provide an affective and meaning- 
ful inspection program. It would truly protect consumers and poultry 
workers. 

At the same time, it puts to rest the fears expressed by the poultry 
processing industry in previous hearings. We believe it is an excel- 
lent, practical measure. We are happy to support it. 

With the committee’s permission, I should like to discuss the differ- 
ence which lead us to these conclusions about the bills. 

1. Knowingly: We believe that S. 313 and S. 645 would be very 
difficult to enforce. These measures contain in their prohibited acts 
and penalties sections the word “knowingly.” 

For example, in section 13, we find the words: 


Any person who knowingly violates the provisions of section 9,10,11 0r18 * * * 


S. 1128 does not use this word. 

It is the view of lawyers in our organization, Government agencies 
and in public health groups that. this word would require the De- 
partment of Agriculture to prove such an extreme degree of intent of 
violation that conviction of a violator would be virtually impossible. 

If there is no threat of conviction or punishment for violation, the 
act is toothless. The conscientious processor would comply with its 
provisions, nevertheless. 

But he already does as well as he possibly can by the consumer, any- 
way. Theshady operator, who forms the real danger, would be able to 
laugh at the law. And he would probably do so. 

The Cuairman. What if that is stricken from the legislation? 

Mr. Barker. If that is stricken then we have no argument on this 
point. We feel that is very important. 

We recognize the concern about, unfair indictments and. prosecu- 
tions. But there already are two basic protections against. them. 

In the first: place, some intent of violation must be shown in the 
court proceedings. The word “knowingly” simply provides the need 
for an extreme additional amount. 

Further, all bills before this committee contain a provision (section 
14,in. S. 318, seetion 14 im S, 645, and section 13, im S. 1128) which 
gives the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to avoid criminal 
prosecutions or injunction. proceedings in, cases of minor violations 
and when he believes compliance may be obtained by other means. 
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Neither the Meat Inspection Act nor the Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act contains the word “knowingly” or “willfully” as far as violations 
are concerned. f svlpseecs 

Yet there have been no charges of unfair indictments, prosecutions 
or convictions. . 

Further, we understand that Congress had to amend several agri- 
cultural laws in which this word was used, because they made the 
measures meaningless. _ 

In short, the use of “knowingly” does not provide necessary pro- 
tection but only an invitation to flout the law. It does not protect the 
innocent, but only shields the violator. 

2. Ante mortem inspection: S. 313 and S. 645 would make ante 
mortem inspection discretionary. S. 1128 would make the principle 
of ante mortem inspection mandatory, but would leave the manner in 
which it is to be carried out to the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Ante mortem inspection is absolutely necessary to consumers, poul- 
try workers and farmers. To prove its importance to consumers, I 
should like to quote a veterinary officer of the United States Public 
Health Service, Dr. Joe Atkinson. 

In a paper presented at the 82d meeting of the American Veterinary 
Medical Association, Minneapolis, Minn., August 15-18, 1955, he said: 

For the purposes of assuring adequate official inspection, careful observation 
of poultry before slaughter (ante mortem inspection) is, perhaps, even more 
essential now than was the case a few years ago. 

‘The increased incidence of respiratory diseases, particularly in young poultry 
commercially produced, is an important factor. 

Upper respiratory infections may affect the bird sufficiently to make it appear 
sick and plainly unacceptable or suspect if observed before slaughter, yet may 
pass unnoticed on routine examination by the post mortem inspector. 

As a matter of fact, the upper respiratory tract may be examined very super- 
ficially, if at all, on post mortem inspection, unless the inspector knows the bird 
is suspect. 

Another factor contributing to the increased importance of ante mortem inspec- 
tion is the use in recent years of high scalding temperatures, which result in 
removal of the epidermal layer of the skin and give an almost uniformly white 
appearance to the dressed carcasses. 

Thus the darkened appearance formerly associated with certain septicemias 
and the abnormally pale appearance caused by some disease processes, no 
longer serve the post mortem inspector, in many instances, as indications of 
generalized effects of disease. 


As far as the poultry worker is concerned, ante mortem inspection 
and plant sanitation are the two most important protections provided 
in the inspection bills. 

He depends upon ante mortem inspection to prevent or minimize the 
amount of diseased poultry coming on the processing line and possibly 
infecting him there. 

We have the experience in the Oregon psittacosis outbreak to dem- 
onstrate how important ante mortem inspection is to us. 

After the Portland psittacosis epidemic of 1956 broke out, industry, 
Oregon public health officials and the AMCBW worked out a program 
to stem the outbreak. That program included ante mortem inspec- 
tion. It did slow and finally stop the incidence of cases. 

Ante mortem inspection was then ended. Within a week, the 
psittacosis epidemic erupted again. Even more persons were hit by 
the illness. 
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The proponents of S. 313 and S. 645 say that under those bills, 
ante mortem inspection would be used when necessary. We assume 
that they would believe it to be necessary after an epidemic has struck, 
as in the Oregon case. 

We predicate this opinion on the basis that the present regulation 
under the voluntary inspection service has a provision that. would 
allow ante mortem inspection. We were unable under this provision 
of the inspection service to obtain ante mortem inspection in the case 
of the psittacosis outbreak in Oregon. 

So we can only assume that the word “may” in this case provides 
corrective, rather than preventive, measures. 

This view would lead to the use of ante mortem oe only 
to stop epidemics, not to prevent them. It would mean that men and 
women must first become ill and perhaps die before the necessary 
ante mortem inspection can be put into effect. 

We cannot accept such a view or such a sacrifice. We believe that 
this legislation is to be preventative, not remedial. 

The farmer is directly benefited by ante mortem inspection. It is 
one of the few areas of this legislation where he is immediately 
affected. 

The ante mortem inspection would allow a recognition of disease 
in a flock very soon after the disease breaks out. It would prevent 
situations, like in Oregon and Texas, where entire flocks were infected 
before the knowledge that psittacosis was rampant, was available. 

It would permit quick treatment and avoid the huge losses of money 
which the farmer suffers once psittacosis or other disease runs wild. 

We want to emphasize that we do not ask for bird-by-bird ante 
mortem inspection. We never have called for it, nor has any bill, 
which we have ever supported. 

We agree with the provisions of S. 1128, that ante mortem inspec- 
tion must be mandatory, and we believe the details of how that in- 
spection is to be carried out should be left to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 

An examination by coop, flocks, or batch is satisfactory as ante 
mortem inspection. 

The Cuatrman. If we cannot get a bill out except to make it 
“may,” wouldn’t you go along and give it a try, at least, since you are 
in favor of compulsory inspection ? 

It strikes me that under either of these bills the Secretary of Agri- 
culture would have the same right, the same authority, except as you 
indicate one would be that he could, if he desired, and in the other 
he would be forced to. 

Wouldn’t it be a good start to give him the authority and let him 
go along that way? There is no doubt if it works well, why, in time 
to come, which may not be too far away, we might be able to change 
it to make it compulsory. 

Mr. Barxer. I think you raise a very important question, Senator. 
Can we have a good mandatory poultry inspection law which give the 


consumer the confidence in the law, the confidence in the integrity of 


the inspection agency, without ante mortem inspection. 
The CHarrmMan. You will concede, will you not, that under either 
bill, if the Department desires to give ante mortem, they could have it. 
Mr. Barker. No question about that. We agree with that. 
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The Crarrman. All right. 

Mr. Barker. The word “may” would permit it. The word “shall,” 
I believe, would make it mandatory. 

The Cuarrman. Still under all bills we could have ante mortem. 

Mr. Barker. We could have ante mortem. 

The Cuatrman. Exactly. 

Mr. Barker. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. It strikes me if we can get a bill in with “may” to 
begin with, it might be a good thing to do it, if that is the only way 
to put it through. You understand our difficulties, don’t you? 

Mr. Barker. I do. I understand it. 

The CuarrMan, Give your name. 


STATEMENT OF ARNOLD MAYER, PUBLIC RELATIONS DIRECTOR, 
AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF 
NORTH AMERICA (AFL-CIO) 


Mr. Mayer. My name is Arnold Mayer. I am also with the meat 
cutters union. 

Ante mortem is so terribly important to the protection of the work- 
ingman in the plant that if the word, “may” is used, we are greatly 
afraid that we will have to make the sacrifice of people being hurt be- 
fore ante mortem inspection is put into effect. 

In a case like that, legislation would only be remedial. It would 
not be preventive. 

And I am certain that this committee will want to enact legisla- 
tion that will assure that no one will be hurt from poultry, or, will 
at least minimize the chances of anyone being hurt from poultry. 

Ante-mortem inspection is absolutely necessary for that. 

Senator Yorunc. We do not have compulsory ante-mortem inspec- 
tion now; do we? 

Mr. Mayer. No. 

Senator Youne. Do you have any figures on the number of laboring 
people that have been injured ? 

Mr. Barer. The evidence we have already introduced in connec- 
tion with the industrial hazards covers this subject. The poultry 
industry, known as small game and poultry dressing and packing, is 
the third most hazardous of all industries. 

The incidence of injury of lost time due to injury and disease runs 
approximately twice what steel does, more than twice what meat- 
packing does; three times what the national average of all industry is. 

Senator Youne. What are the injuries? 

Mr. Barker. Illnesses such as psittacosis; dermatitis; conditions 
which remove people from the job. Part of the problem is brought 
about by the failure of sanitary provisions in the present regulations. 

Perhaps this is a point that you want. Injuries are based on the 
million man-hours of work, which is true of all of the industries under 
the BLS figures. 

Senator Arken. Do you include in that list people who are allergic 
to feathers ? 

Mr. Barker. When it is recognized as an industrial hazard; yes. 

Senator Arxen. And you put particular stress on psittacosis, and 
mentioned particularly an out rei in Portland. 
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Mr. Barker. There was one. 

Senator ArkEN. What was the extent of that? How many workers 
were incapacitated or made ill or died from it ? 

Mr. Barker. 86 were made ill and 2 died. 

Senator Arken. How did that outbreak occur ? 

Mr. Barker. When did it occur ? 

Senator Arken. How did it occur? 

Mr. Barker. How did it start ? 

Senator Arken. Yes. 

Mr. Barker. From two flocks of turkeys; that was the original 
diagnosis. 

Senator Arken. How did the turkeys contract it ? 

Mr. Barker. That is unknown as of this time. 

Senator Arken. Am I right in understanding that caged birds have 
been largely responsible for the spread of psittacosis—— 

Mr. Barker. That, I believe, the scientists at the present time—— 

Senator Arken. From such as lovebirds? 

Mr. Barer. The authorities at the present time have not deter- 
mined how psittacosis is transmitted into certain flocks. There has 
been a suspicion that seagulls, dust, et cetera, have been the carriers 
of this disease but at this time I believe that the scientific authorities 
have not confirmed that. 

They suspected wild game as the original carriers in the case of the 
psittacosis outbreak in Oregon, but were unable to prove that this 
was the cause for the epidemic. 

Psittacine birds are also carriers of psittacosis. And there are 
many cases of parrot fever which result from psittacine birds. We 
are not talking about the psittacine birds, the parakeets and parrots, 
here, however. 

We are talking about the industrial hazards to our people from 
turkeys and poultry, both of which may carry orinthosis, as it is com- 
monly called now, but is basically the same disease. 

Senator Arxen. How widespread was the psittacosis outbreak in 
Oregon? Was it confined to one plant, or was it general? 

Mr. Barxer. No, it was in five slaughtering plants, two of which 
were under the permissive inspection service. And this is the reason 
why we pointed up the fact that the present regulations provide for 
ante mortem inspection. 

The veterinarian performing the post mortem inspection, however, 
even though he was aware of and concerned with the problem, did 
not assume the responsibility of providing ante morterm inspection. 

It was not until labor, industry, and the Public Health Service sat 
down and worked out a code of self-regulation, providing ante 
mortem inspection, that the thing was put under control. 

Senator Arken. He was aware that psittacosis existed ? 

Mr. Barker. He was aware that the psittacosis existed. 

Senator Arken. And didn’t the State step in immediately ? 

Mr. Barker. The State had no authority to step in. 

Senator Arken. You mean no State laws? 

Mr. Barker. No, no State laws—no Federal laws—no State laws, 
to provide a compulsory means of providing ante mortem. 

Senator Arxen. I didn’t know there were any States that did not 
permit that. 
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Senator Hotianp. You don’t mean that no State has such laws? 
Mr. Barker. We are talking about Oregon at this time. At the 
present. time there is no State that requires ante mortem or post 
mortem inspection of poultry as a medium of determining whole- 


someness, with the exception of California. It enacted legislation, 


which became effective, I believe, in July of last year. 

Senator Horianp. There are effective setups in many States where- 
by State law may be invoked to meet the situation such as the one 
you mentioned at Portland, are there not? 

Mr. Barker. I am not aware of one. And I have made it my 
business to study all of the State laws in this connection. 

Senator Hotianp. Now, please state for the record just what it is 
that is failing or lacking in the case, for instance, of a State like 
Florida which has an old and long-staiding State poultry inspection. 
What is there lacking in the law of that State that would have been 
needed in the event of a psittacosis outbreak there ? 

Mr. Barker. You have no provision for compulsory ante mortem 
inspection of any poultry or turkeys that are going into poultry 
processing plants. 

Senator Wimui1ams. Are you recommending ante mortem inspec- 
tion ? 

Mr. Barker. Yes. Not being a scientist, not being a veterinarian, 
I think that we must go to the professional people and the scientific 
people and ask them how this should be determined. 

We say that it can be done by the group, by the battery, by the 
flock. We will accept whatever a veterinarian determines is the most 
efficient method of diagnosis and prevention. Even this, we recog- 
nize will not completely eliminate the health problem, but we do 
believe that it will reduce it toa minimum. That is all we can expect 
of our health laws. 

Senator Wii1AMs. Certainly, we all want to prevent this particular 
disease that you have mentioned. The point I am raising is that 
these outhredke: which are rare in occurrence, in this particular type 
of disease, usually develop without any warning. 

Would it not be almost invariably true, even under S. 1128, that 
the poultry is in the plant before it is discovered and that there is no 
eon way to eliminate it completely under any poultry inspection 

aw ? 

Mr. Barxer. I think this situation in Oregon is a very good ex- 
ample of my original point. The turkeys had been under observation 
beginning in November. 

It was not until March that official designation or diagnosis was 
made of psittacosis. 

Senator Wiii1amMs. You mean under observation at the farm? If 
that be true, why was something not done? 

Mr. Barker. They were under observation at the farm and the 
culls, those which became the psittacine, were culled from those flocks 
and sent into the processing plants. 

As a matter of fact, when the public health people went in, into 
this situation, they found turkeys that had come from these ranches 
that were actually dead, but were being processed and were being 
offered for sale. 

One of these plants is where one of the deaths was. 





. xe lt 
ee 





POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 133 


Senator WiiraMs. I can’t conceive of any State not having ade- 
quote laws to prevent such a situation as that. 

Senator Hotianp (presiding). Senator Aiken. 

Senator Arken. I have a question. 

Mr. Barker put stress on the control of psittacosis and also says he 
would leave the determining of the inspection method to a scientist. 

I have made some inquiry among scientists with whom I have talked 
who say there is no positive way of detecting psittacosis during ante 
mortem inspection, that the laboratory test is the only test which 
positively detects it. 

We must have been talking to different scientists because they say 
you cannot tell by looking at the bird. 

Mr. Barker. The American Livestock Sanitary Association, the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the U. S., the Conference 
of Public Health, Veterinarians, the Association of State Public 
Health Veterinarians and every other health organization that I am 
acquainted with have gone on record innumerable times during the 
past several years insisting that ante mortem inspection was one of the 
musts for a good compulsory poultry inspection. 

Senator Arken. But not as a test for psittacosis ? 

Mr. Barker. The test for psittacosis, while I believe it is made in 
the laboratory, I am not speaking as a technician here 

Senator Arken. It has to be made there. 

_ Mr. Barker. Is on a titer count basis, as I understand it. And 
it does have to have certain laboratory work done for determination. 

But that is done when a suspect is found. The ante mortem in- 
spection can only give us the suspects. And from there, comes the 
proof as to what the disease is. 

Let me point out, Senator, that in the case of the Oregon outbreak 
of psittacosis, we went ahead and proceeded to dress these birds, 
because the consumer hazard in this case, while it may be repugnant. 
to our aesthetic nature, was not great. After the birds had been 
treated properly, necessary precautions were taken, so far as the 
employees are concerned. That is to say, the employees were advised 
what their chances were. 

The employees’ medical people, their doctors, were advised that 
there was a likelihood, that if they developed a respiratory ailment, 
that it would be psittacosis and should not be treated as a virus in- 
fection or pneumonia. 

With these factors, we were able to protect our people and we did 
stop the continued spread of the epidemic. 

However, unless an ante mortem inspection had been made, there 
would have been no suspect birds weeded out. As has been already 
indicated here to this committee, unless the bird had been placed in 
the cage and observed at the plant, no one would have been able to have 
diagnosed the problem as psittacosis. 

Senator Arken. Was this psittacosis epidemic statewide? 

Mr. Barker. In the particular occasion involved, it was scattered 
over a 150-mile radius. Since then, however, there have been other 
outbreaks in other sections of the country. 

So that I think it can now be said that it is pretty generally 
throughout the State. > 

Senator Arxen. It might appear on any farm then. You say it is 
general in Oregon at the present time. 
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Mr. Barxer. I think it can be said that the disease among flocks is 
pretty generally widespread throughout the State now, yes. 

Senator Arken. And then you would have to have farm-by-farm 
inspection to be effective ? 

Mr. Barker. Only to be totally effective. 

Senator Arxen. The only way you could control it would be to 
a the farm flock inspected before birds could be moved off of the 

arm. 

Mr. Barker. They are inspected anyway. 

Senator Arken. On the farm? 

Mr. Barker. Yes. 

Senator Wi1aMs. I have talked with the department about this 
problem also since itis a concern in other States. 

It may go across State lines, and I am wondering if this particular 
epidemic that you are speaking of, to the employees and to humans 
in general, is not one that should be dealt with in separate legislation. 
Perhaps by quarantining the whole area when discovered and going 
in with the ante mortem inspection if needed flock by flock, and if 
you find it on the farm 

Mr. Barker. Quarantine the farm and destroy all of the birds on 
the farm that are involved and compensate the farmer for them the 
same as you do in hoof-and-mouth disease. 

Senator Humpnrey. Or Bang’s disease. 

Senator Wirt1ams. Yes. You are dealing with a very serious prob- 
lem, but I do not think it is one which can be handled under a poultry 
inspection bill. 

You do not deal with the real problem of eradicating the disease 
and thereby remove all affected poultry from the market. You are 
applying it to the particular poultry that will be put in the plant and 
will be handled by the employees. 

Senator Hotzianp. Mr. Chairman, I was impressed with the wit- 
ness’ answer that no State except California had the authority to deal 
with the situation. Mr. Mullin, of Florida, is still here, and I have 
now in my hand, through his courtesy, a copy of the Florida law on 
this subject which covers both live and dressed poultry. 

In that law the definition of the crime involved, which is the sale of 
either live or dressed poultry which are in unhealthy or unwholesome 
state and the regularity power of the commissioner of agriculture 
clearly apply to prevent the sale of live birds in any diseased condition. 

And Director Mullin tells me that while no psittacosis outbreak has 
occurred in Florida that they have invoked ante mortem inspection for 
matters like pocks in chickens and the like. 

So Lam sure that the witness would want to correct his statement. 

Mr. Barer. May I again repeat what I said at that time, no State 
has compulsory ante mortem or post mortem inspection for the pur- 
pose of determining wholesomeness of the product except in California. 

I did not say that no State has authority. There are a number of 
States that have the authority to promulgate rules and regulations 
whereby they could set up this type of an inspection. 

Senator Horzanp. I understood you to say when you were ques- 
tioned by Senator Aiken that no State had the authority and that Ore- 
gon did not have the authority to’deal with this situation when it arose 
there. 
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Of course, Florida does have the authority. And I am satisfied 
that there are other States that do have similar authority. 

Mr. Barker. In the case of Oregon they did not have the authority 
to prveueae rules and regulations. 

Senator Hottanp. That is not true in the case of Florida. 

Mr. Barker. I believe not. There are other States likewise. How- 
ever, my statement still stands that no State, with the exception of 
California, has such rules and regulations that would require that. 
That is what I am saying. 

Senator Hotzanp. What you are saying is that at the present no 
law does require compulsory ante mortem inspection as a prerequisite 
to the slaughter ? 

Mr. Barker. That isright. 

Senator Arken. I cannot conceive of any State authority not having 
the right to prevent the sale and marketing of. contaminated or 
diseased food products. Under the general health laws they have 
that authority. 

Mr. Barker. At the retail level, Senator, but not as a preventive 
measure. They can seize it at the retail level after all evidence of 
any infection or disease or unwholesomeness has been removed. This 
is commonly practiced in many areas. 

Senator YouNe. You mentioned some poultry in Oregon being 
dressed after having died and then sold to the public. 

Mr. Barker. This is what the Public Health people found when 
they went in to investigate the death of the man with psittacosis. 

A man died in the veterans’ hospital. And when the health author- 
ities went to trace back the source of infection, the suspect had psitta- 
cosis. The health authorities found birds, that were killed through 
other means than slaughter, being prepared for sale to the consumer. 

Senator Youna. This is in Oregon? 

Mr. Barger. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Was there any prosecutions brought about as the 
result of this ? 

Mr. Barker. That I am not familiar with, Senator. I am not 
sure. 

Senator Youne. I cannot imagine a State permitting a situation of 
this kind. 

Mr. Barker. We offered last year, affidavits for the consideration 
of the Senate Agriculture Committee showing this was not only prac- 
ticed in Oregon but was practiced in many other plants in the Nation. 

Senator ArkeN. Who issued the affidavits? 

Mr. Barker. The affidavits? 

Senator Arken. Were they affidavits from the State authorities ? 

Mr. Barker. The affidavits were taken from employees who were 
compelled to perform these functions. 

Senator ArkeNn. Could we get a statement from the State author- 
ities ? 

Mr. Barker. I assume if the Senate committee chose to investigate 
further, it would find confirmation of these affidavits. These were 
submitted to the hearings last year. 

Senator ArkeNn. I do not see how you can control the situation com- 
pletely without a bird-by-bird inspection on the farm. That is what 
it amounts to. 
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You would not accept the statement of the commissioner of agri- 
culture, or the State agricultural department that they had certified 
a flock for the production of hatching eggs ? 

Mr. Barxer. Would you repeat the question ? 

Senator Arken. Wouldn’t you accept a certificate from the State 
department of agriculture that a certain flock had been certified for 
the production of hatching eggs? 

They have to be absolutely Fite. I happen to come from a hatching 
egg territory. And their market would be worthless if there was any 
trace of contagious disease there. 

Mr. Barker. I believe that in the matter of hatching eggs, the 
disease that is usually certified is pullorum and there are certain tests 
for the determination of pullorum in hatching egg flocks because this 
is a disease that is transmitted from parents to chicks through the 


egg. 
SFhose certifications dealing with this subject that I know of do 
certify a flock as being free of pullorum. 

Senator Jounston. If we have affidavits in this committee, I think 
we should get them and look into that and see what the situation was. 

Senator Arxen. Did the epidemic extend to people who were not 
using poultry? We have had epidemics before which have been 
charged against caged birds, lovebirds, and other birds. 

Was this all due to contaminated diseased turkeys ? 

Mr. Barker. This has been established beyond a question of doubt. 
There is a paper on record which was given by Dr. Erickson, State 
health officer of Oregon, to the American Public Health Association 
annual meeting in Atlantic City a few months ago that deals very 
thoroughly with this entire subject. 

If you desire I can obtain a copy of that and submit it to the com- 
mittee for its consideration. 

Dr. Erickson’s statement and summary of the situation in Oregon 
was that antemortem inspection is the answer to this problem, com- 
pulsory antemortem inspection just prior to the time of slaughter. 

Senator Humpurey. I suggest we get the statement. 

Senator Jounsron. If you can furnish it to us we will be delighted 
to have it. 

Mr. Barker. I will furnish the committee with it. 

Senator Jounsron. Send it to the Committee on Agriculture. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows :) 


Tue Pustic HEALTH SIGNIFICANCE OF ORNITHOSIS (PSITTACOSIS) IN POULTRY 


By Harold M. Erickson, M. D., M. P. H., State Health Officer ; Samuel B. Osgood, 
M. D., Director, Epidemiology Section: Monroe A. Holmes, D. V. M., Public 
Health Veterinarian, Oregon State Board of Health, Portland, Oreg. 


Although psittacosis has been recognized for well over half a century (at 
least since 1879), its presence in poultry, more properly termed “ornithosis.” 
has been known for less than 15 years. Initially, the occurrence of oruithosis 
in humans as a result of exposure to infected poultry was considered to be a 
rarity. Since the occurrence of the disease in humans traced to (1) chickens in 
1942 and to (2) turkeys in 1948, an increasing number of similar outbreaks 
(3-9) have occurred. 

During the current year, 1956, outbreaks resulting from exposure to in- 
fected turkeys or ducks have been or are being investigated in Texas, Virginia, 
and Oregon. The number of human cases traceable to poultry is rapidly ap- 
proaching the number originating from exposure to psittacine birds. 
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When we recollect that the occurrence of 170 cases and 33 deaths from psitta- 
wosis in the United States in 1929 and 1930, along with cases in Europe, was 
labeled as a “pandemic” (10) and that only 588 cases and 43 deaths were re- 
ported due to psittacosis during the period 1931 to 1950 inclusive, we can more 
fully appreciate the significance of recent outbreaks traceable to poultry. (See 
‘table I.) 

As we recognize the disease in humans and poultry and make further investi- 
gations, we may find that its occurrence in poultry is of equal or even greater 
significance to man than is the infection in psittacine birds. 

There are many unanswered questions about the infections in poultry, particu- 
larly in turkeys. How are the birds infected? Is the disease introduced into 
flocks from wild birds (ducks, sea gulls, pigeons), from psittacine birds, or from 
other infected flocks through poults, eggs, or indirect means? Is the infection 
transmitted from one generation to the next, either on the inside or the exterior 
of the eggs? How can the infection be eliminated from flocks? Is it safe to 
handle and process infected birds? What safeguards are indicated in handling 
birds? What hazard is there to the general public from the infection in turkeys? 

Our experience in Oregon with an outbreak involving some 86 humans and 
several thousand turkeys has given us some additional information which is of 
help in partially answering these and related questions. Many agencies and 
individuals cooperated in the investigations, and all deserved commendation. 

We are particularly indebted to Dr. Karl F. Meyer, Dr. Donald M. Mason, staffs 
of the Communicable Disease Center, and the Dugway Proving Ground. Re- 
ports are now being prepared on various aspects of the outbreak, and a detailed 
complete report will soon be available. 

In the meantime, here is a brief summary of our experience. As a background, 
there are many fine turkey ranches in Oregon. The State produces approximately 
2 million turkeys a year. New strains of highly prized birds have been de- 
veloped in Oregon. Eggs and poults are shipped throughout the United States. 
Ornithosis had been comparatively rare in the State, 5 cases in humans having 
been reported in the year 1954, and 5 cases in 1955. We had heard of outbreaks 
of ornithosis in poultry workers in Texas, but we certainly had not suspected 
any cases of human illness traceable to turkeys in Oregon nor had the disease 
been found in turkeys in the State. 

On February 21, 1956, Dr. E. Lofquist, United States Veterans’ Hospital, Port- 
land, Oreg., called the Oregon State Board of Health to report an unusual case 
of pneumonialike illness which did not respond to ordinary therapy. Because the 
patient had worked on a turkey farm where a number of turkeys had been ill 
and many had died, it was suspected that this patient might have ornithosis. 
Immediate investigation of the turkey farm, located near Portland, Oreg., re- 
vealed that there had been a considerable amount of illness in a choice flock A of 
7,000 broad-breasted bronze breeding turkeys, beginning early in December 1955. 
The disease became serious in January 1956. More than 2,000 birds had died 
during January and February. At this time egg production reached only 10 to 
15 percent instead of the expected 50 percent. Birds appeared droopy, suffering 
from diarrhea and anorexia. There were some symptoms of respiratory distress. 
The owner had suspected erysipelas and inoculated the entire flock against that 
disease, but losses continued. 

On January 23, 1956, fowl cholera bacterin was given to the flock but the 
results were questionable. On January 31 a dead hen and tibeae of six birds 
were sent to the Oregon State College Poultry Diagnostic Laboratory. On the 
basis of a prior history of fowl cholera in this flock and necropsy findings, it was 
recommended that they be treated for fowl cholera. Temporary improvement 
resulted, but losses again mounted. Cultures for cholera were negative. 

Of 13 workers on this turkey farm, 11 had been in good health except 1 with 
a minor cold. Eight were given complement fixation tests, all of which were 
negative. Three were not tested. The two other part-time workers became ill. 
One of these was the veterans’ hospital case referred to above; the other had 
been hospitalized at Good Samaritan Hospital on February 21 and died of an 
illness accompanied by severe pulmonary involvement on February 22. Autopsy 
findings were compatible with a diagnosis of ornithosis. Neither blood sample 
nor tissues from this individual could be obtained for specific tests for orn! thosis 
at the time of the investigation, as the body had already been embalmed. 

During this investigation, it was learned that a second turkey ranch, within 
5 miles of the first, had experienced similar illness amongst its turkeys. The 
owner of this 2,000 bird flock B was in bed recuperating from an acute pneumonic 
infection. Of the 8 others on the farm, 6 gave no history of illness, and comple- 
ment fixation tests were either negative or not done. Of the 3 who were ill, 1 
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was confirmed as having ornithosis by complement fixation tests (titer rose from 
1:2 to 1:32), and 2 were classified as probable by serologic test. Bloods and 
tissue specimens from sacrificed birds from the two flocks were submitted to 
Communicable Disease Center Virus and Rickettsia Laboratory. 

On March 8, 1956, the Oregon State College Laboratory reported the isolation 
of the ornithosis agent from flock B. Both flocks of birds were immediately 
quarantined. On the same day, reports were received of unusual illness in 
workers at a Portland rendering plant. Investigation revealed that dead 
turkeys from both flocks had been handled in this plant. Of the 38 regular and 
temporary employees and other persons exposed at the plant, 70 percent (5 con- 
firmed and 21 probable cases) were found to have ornithosis. We also learned 
of illness in a husband, wife, and a part-time worker at a small commercial 
operation in a private home where turkeys from flock B had been processed. 
On investigation, it was found that both the husband and the helper were in the 
hospital. The following day the husband died with a severe pneumonic infection, 
thrombosis of mesenteric veins, and infarction of the small intestine. Tissues 
and blood were taken for laboratory examination. The ornithosis agent was 
isolated by Dr. Karl F. Meyer and his staff. Complement fixation tests were 
positive in a 1:64 dilution. The par-time worker showed a rise in C—F titer 
from 1:2 to 1:32 during his illness, whereas the wife who had been ill earlier 
showed a fourfold fall in C—F titer. 

On March 12 the United States Public Health Service, Communicable Disease 
Center Virus & Rickettsia Laboratory, reported isolation of the ornithosis agent 
from tissues taken from flock A. 

On March 14 our own laboratory reported the first serological evidence to 
confirm epidemiological, symptomatic, and X-ray evidence of ornithosis in the 
poultry workers. 

In the meantime, our occupational health staff made complete investigations 
at the Portland rendering plant and 2 large processing plants. Representatives 
of Dugway Proving Ground made aerosol studies at the Portland rendering 
plant. One of the processing plants had handled birds from the two involved 
flocks. The other was to be used as a control. Epidemiologic histories and 
blood specimens for serum studies were taken from all employees. After 4 
weeks of recommended treatment, 50 turkeys were processed on a pilot basis 
from each of the infected flocks. As there was no evidence of acute infection 
in any of these birds, the balance of the flocks, some 6,000 birds, was processed 
on April 11 to 16. 

On April 23, 24, and 25 birds from a third flock, in which there had been no 
apparent illness but which were located within a half mile of flock B. were 
processed in the plant which was to have been used as a control. On May 1, 
illness broke out in workers from this control plant. During May, 19 of 102 
workers at this plant became ill with symptoms suggestive of ornithosis. An- 
other series of bloods were taken on the large majority of the workers. Com- 
plement fixation tests confirmed the diagnosis of ornithosis in 7. In addition, 
2 had illness which probably was ornithosis. It was also discovered that 3 
probably had had ornithosis in February and March 1956. 

Patients responded promptly to treatment. Rigid sanitary procedures and 
poultry inspection were carried out in the processing plants during and after the 
investigations. Since May 1956, no outbreaks of ornithosis infection in humans 
in Oregon have been discovered. 

Summarizing our experience, ornithosis infection was found in 3 Oregon 
turkey fiocks located within a 5-mile radius of each other near Portland. Two 
of these flocks had definite outbreaks of illness with substantial mortality of 
the birds, and the infection was not apparent in the other flock. Confirmation 
was made by isolation of the ornithosis agent from these birds and by the indirect 
complement fixation test. Necropsy findings showed fibrinous exudate over the 
pericardium and the liver and thickening of the air sacs enclosing cheesy exuda- 
dation. After diagnosis of acute ornithosis infection in the flocks, recommended 
dosage was raised from 300 grams tetracycline compound to 400 grams per ton 
of feed. 

Diagnosis in humans was based on a history suggestive of an atypical pneu- 
monia. The predominant symptom of severe generalized aching was accom- 
panied by headache, backache, malaise, chills, and sweating, temperatures of 
102° to 103° F., late development of a cough, relatively slow pulse (generally 
under 100), relatively slow respirations and a fairly normal white blood count 
and differential blood count. Some patients suffered from pharyngitis’. X-rays 
showed a patchy pneumonitis. Laboratory diagnosis was based on isolation of 
the ornithosis agent in one fatal case and on a fourfold or greater increase in 






















POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 139 


the complement fixation test. Exposed persons having compatible clinical ill- 
ness and serologic confirmation by either a fourfold fall in C-F titer or a C-—F 
titer above 1:16 were classified as probable cases. 

Illnesses ranged from negligible to those requiring several weeks of hospital 
care (28 individuals required hospitalization). The average duration of illness 
for all confirmed and probable cases was 17.8 days. Thirty-two individuals were 
classified as confirmed cases, and an additional 54 persons were classified as 
probable cases on the basis of the criteria given above. 

Two individuals died, one having ornithosis confirmed by laboratory isolation 
of the agent and the other having an epidemiological and clinical history support- 
ing the diagnosis. 

Of the 86 persons who became ill, 5 worked with turkeys on the farms, 3 
carried on a small commercial dressing and marketing operation, 29 were em- 
ployees in a rendering plant, and 49 were employees in poultry processing plants. 
(See table II.) There were no known secondary cases in families or in hospitals 
in this outbreak, although secondary cases have been demonstrated in other 
outbreaks. Incubation period was generally considered to be 5 to 14 days. 
Relapses were infrequent once diagnosis was established and adequate treatment 
instituted. Patients responded well to adequate doses of tetracycline compound 
(1 gm. every 6 hours for 2 days followed by 500 mg. every 6 hours for 12 days). 

Infections were believed to have been acquired by the airborne route because 
many cases occurred in persons not having physical contact with turkeys. Aero- 
sol studies demonstrating the recovery of tracer bacteria in air samples collected 
both inside and outside the rendering plant confirm the probability of airborne 
spread. Although the majority of cases in processing plants occurred in the 
employees in defeathering and eviscerating operations, other workers in the 
plant, including inspectors, became ill with ornithosis. 

We concluded that there is at present a recognized hazard to poultry workers, 
particularly to those engaged in defeathering and eviscerating processes. This 
hazard to poultry workers can be minimized by the following precautions: 

1. Ante mortem veterinary inspection of all birds before processing, preferably 
both at the farm and at the plant. 

2. The elimination of all sick birds and quarantine of any flocks with symptoms 
suggestive of ornithosis. 

3. High-level treatment with tetracycline compounds of infected flocks. 

4. Strict environmental control in processing plants, including minimizing 
aerosol production and providing good ventilation. 

5. Post mortem veterinary inspection (on the line), and condemning of any 
birds with lesions suggestive of ornithosis. (Note.—In the interest of the general 
public, all birds processed should be eviscerated at the time of processing. We 
believe there is some hazard to the general public in selling “New York dressed” 
birds. ) 

6. Rigid personal hygiene and sanitation of poultry workers, including the use 
of rubber gloves and masks. 

7. Prompt medical consultation for any unusual occurrence of upper respira- 
tory of pneumonialike illness in poultry workers. 

Review of the literature and our experience in Oregon, as well as recent experi- 
ences in other States, emphasize the increasing importance of ornithosis as a 
hazard, not to the general public, but to poultry workers engaged in defeathering 
and eviscerating birds. Poultry is becoming as important a source of infection for 
psittacosis-ornithosis in humans as are the psittacine birds. Development of an 
antibiotic resistant strain of the ornithosis agent is a possibility. Maintenance of 
strict ante mortem and post mortem inspection by veterinarians, high sanitation 
and occupational health standards in processing plants, in addition to an aware- 
ness on the part of turkey growers, processors, poultry workers, veterinarians, 
and physicians, of the possibilities of ornithosis infection in poultry and potential 
hazard to humans, can reduce the infection to a minimum. More research and 

investigation need to be done in order that infection in poultry flocks may be 
recognized early, may be promptly controlled, and eradicated if possible. Until 
then the disease, although not afflicting large numbers of persons, will be of real 
occupational health significance. We must consider that the poultry industry is 
a $3 billion a year business, and that 10 percent of the total cash farm receipts 
in 1955 was from poultry. Potential financial loss is great. (In the 3 Oregon 
flocks, it was estimated at well over $200,000.). The economie as well as the 
public health importance of this problem warrants the expenditure of more money 
for research, epidemiological investigations, and the application of proper environ- 
mental measures to control the disease. 
89520—57 10 
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TasLte 1.—Reported cases of psittacosis and ornithosis, United States 
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TABLE II.—Ornithosis cases among groups exposed to infected turkeys, Oregon, 
1956 
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Senator Arken. I think we should ask the Commissioner of Agri- 
culture of Oregon for a statement, too. 

Senator Jounston. We want both sides. 

Senator Arken. We want both sides, if there are two sides. I don’t 
say there is. 

I am not questioning Mr. Barker’s statement; I am questioning 
the far-reaching effect of complete ante mortem inspection and, par- 
ticularly, its effect on the small country slaughtering plans and small 
producers. 

(Norr.—See p. 201 for statement filed by Department of Agri- 
culture. ) 

Senator Humpnurey. Aren’t there two possibilities involved here? 
One where you have epidemic proportions such as Senator Williams 
was alluding to and one is where you may have the beginning of a 
disease infection which may lead to epidemic proportions which can 
be identified in a type of ante mortem inspection such as by cage or 
coop or large groups of birds. That is part of the preventive situation. 

But I do not think any producer would want to sell diseased birds or 
animals. I would not want to believe that any processor would want 
to distribute diseased birds or animals. 

When it comes to meat products they are confiscated. And there 
is a way, for example, as was pointed out here in hoof-and-mouth 
diseases or Bang’s disease, where the Government has a program that 
is very strict and where compensation is made. 

I think if you get an opadethie area or county or region or State you 
would want to seal it off as Senator Williams has suggested. 

But I think the important thing to note here is that so far as I 
have been able to ascertain—and I was up on this until about 2 o’clock 
last night, because I have obtained something I want to later show 
my colleagues, alluding to my comments yesterday of a deliberate, 
inspired, seneianeni attack upon my bill—I secured the evidence 
in the middle of the night and I am going to read it soon to the 
committee. 

First, however, I want to ask this witness: Isn’t it true that every 
health organization in the United States is for ante mortem inspec- 
tion? The American Veterinary Medical Association, the American 
Medical Association, the American Public Health Association, and 
any other organizations that deal with health. I will ask the witness, 
is that true? 

Mr. Barker. That is true. 

Senator Humpurey. Is there any doctor in the house that can 
deny that ? 

Senator A1rken. Is there any doctor in the house, period ? 

Senator Humpnurey. There is a doctor or two in the house, I know 
that. I suggest that the committee ascertain as to whether or not 
there are any health officers that are opposed to ante mortem inspec- 
tion, any responsible organization of health officers. I would like to 
find out. 

Senator Arken. They wired us in relation to the bill introduced a 
year ago which put this inspection under the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration. 

Senator Humpnurey. I am not talking about administrative views. 
I am talking about ante mortem inspection. I want to know of any 
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responsible health organization in America, in fact in the United 
Nations, or in the United States, that is against it. 

Senator Jounston. I think you will find that they want the inspec- 
tion. It revolves around how you go about that inspection. 

Senator Humpurey. We leave that up to the Secretary. 

Senator Arken. Let me ask another question: Is there any farmer 
in the house who favors doing away with the country slaughtering 
plants and forcing them to send their live birds all into the city plants 
to be slaughtered ? 

Senator Humpnrey. May I say to my dear friend, my bill does not. 

Senator Arxen. There are two extremes there. I am pointing out 
one of them. 

Senator Tuyr. In many States I am sure—and I can speak now 
only for Minnesota—we have State food and health inspectors. These 
inspectors are constantly visiting all food establishments. 

If they have any question in their minds as to the type of operations 
in any of the plants, where the food is either packaged, processed or 
sold, they will take samples and they will run a complete analyses. 

And I know that many and many a bird has been confiscated by the 
State inspectors in Minnesota, and the offenders have been prosecuted. 

If anyone ever put a dead bird on the market, I do not think he 
would carry that practice on very long until the inspectors would 
have it. 

You cannot step an unscrupulous individual from trying to do that 
but you certainly can penalize him. 

Even with the ante mortem inspection you would have violations. 
But if you have enough penalties involved when they are apprehended 
you can be certain that the practices will not very long be followed. 

I am for this type of legislation, that involves some sort of inspec- 
tion. Do not misunderstand me. 

But you and I could not legislate to make everyone lily white and 
keep some unscrupulous individual from trying to market some birds 
such as turkeys which had been smothered in a snowstorm where they 
froze as rapidly as they smothered. 

This practice is not permitted so far as the State inspectors are 
concerned. They are constantly on the alert trying to apprehend 
violators. This would also be true in a case where contamination is 
made by drugs, to change what might be an old sample of hamburger 
to make it look like a newly ground sample. 

Those inspectors are constantly at work in the various cities through- 
out the State. 

Senator Humpurey. May I most respectfully state that between 
food inspection and an ante mortem inspection, I want to say to my 
colleague that as mayor of Minneapolis I had more food inspectors 
under my jurisdiction than all of the rest of the State put together. 

I know a little bit about food inspection. , 

Senator Ture, That could be challenged because our inspectors in 
the State covered your city when you were mayor, day after day. 

Senator Humpurery. All right. ' 

May I say they were short of numbers—I say most respectfully— 
plenty short. The difference between an ante mortem inspection and 
food inspection is the difference between inspecting food after it has 
been killed and processed and an ante mortem prior to death. 
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That is what ante mortem means. We can explain these words if we 
want to, but food inspectors do not perform an ante mortem inspection. 
That is postinspection—that is post mortem. There is a difference. 
Everybody is for post mortem. 

We are talking about whether or not you want to protect the farmer 
with ante mortem inspection. And it protects the farmer more than 
it does even the consumer because the producer can get himself into 
grave trouble if there is disease spreading in his flock. You provide 
such protection with hogs. You do it with beef cattle. 

It seems to me that it might not be a bad idea to even think about a 
type of it with poultry and turkeys. And I think about the only people 
that are bucking it are the large distributors. 

Actually, the farmer himself has a great deal to gain out of ante 
mortem inspection. And the bills which are in here provide, both of 
them, or all the bills, provide that the Secretary may or shall. 

If the Secretary may do it there must be a reason for it. And I 
presume that the Secretary will in fact in voluntary regulations point 
out the feasibility of ante mortem inspection. 

And I believe that there will be witnesses testify, if I am not mis- 
taken, from the Public Health Association and the Veterinary Asso- 
ciation, pointing out they consider it absolutely essential. 

Senator Jounston. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Barker. I would like to add one more thing on this subject of 
ante mortem inspection without belaboring the point because the Sena- 
tor is from an egg-producing area. 

I wish to point out to him that for approximately 10 months out of 
every year, here are processed in each of these poultry plants, wherever 
it may be commercially, the culls from laying flocks, the culls from 
turkey flocks, and 

Senator Arken. The older birds. 

Mr. Barker. That is right. The bird which has for some reason 
or another, usually some form of infection, some failure of its body to 
produce eggs, brought about—— 

Senator Arken. And old age. 

Mr. Barker. Sometimes by old age, sometimes by disease. But 
these I bring to your attention are the culls. This is not the type of 
killing where you buy an entire flock of birds and you take a certain 
percentage that may be diseased or may not. 

These are picked out for some specific reason. And in this group, 
particular ante mortem inspection is extremely important for the de- 
termination of disease. 

I have had the experience of seeing diseases that would have been 
condemned under post mortem regulations as they stand now and 
they were not detected. They were actually not detected. 

And I had before me visible evidence that the post mortem inspec- 
tion was not able to determine it, although I saw the diseases in the 
cage before the bird was killed. 

Senator Arxen. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to leave in the record 
any inference that a 2-year-old laying hen that has passed her prime 
as a layer is a cull or is diseased or is not fit to eat in any way. 

They just pass the point where their maximum egg-producing ca- 
pacity is lost. And then they are sold and they are very much in 
demand by canners who find that a 6-pound hen is more profitable 
to buy than a 3-pound one. 
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They like to get the old ones. Most of your canned chicken, a good 
Sore the canned chicken, will be what you call culls from laying 

ocks. 

Mr. Barker. It is the performance of a cleaning operation. 

Senator Arken. They are healthy birds; they have to be. 

Mr. Barxer. It is the performance of a culling operation. This is 
one that carries on 12 months of the year or until you remove the flock 
by replacing it with another. 

Senator Arken. Cull does not mean an inferior product. 

Mr. Barxer. It does not necessarily mean that it is not an edible 
or an inferior product. You are right in that. 

But in this group are a large percentage of birds that do have and 
are subject to diseases that in many cases are not prevalent among the 
fast growing broiler, as an illustration. 

Senator Ture. If the witness will yield at that pomt—you may 
have a nonproducer in a bird that is absolutely fit and is not over 
8 or 9 months of age. 

Mr. Barker. My statement does not deny that in any age, Senator. 
I agree with that. 

Senator Ture. You can have a nonproducer in a female bird, you 

ow. 

Mr. Barker. It can go in a molt. 

Senator Ture. That is normal; molt is just a question of whether 
she has laid her period or whether you have changed feeds and caused 
her to go into a molt. 

But many a female bird, you know, is a nonlayer. That is the rea- 
son why you will oftentimes cull them. 

The other question is that many, many operators will dispose of a 
yearly flock and then put in a crop of pullets every fall. That is 
customary. They move the whole flock. 

And you might say that is culling and you might involve that in 
some specific regulation if you were not thinking very carefully. 

Now, you said you were raised on a poultry farm in Oregon. I am 
quite sure that your father went in there and culled those birds when 
they were housed in the fall to make certain that bird was so con- 
structed bodily that it would be a producer in the beginning, or he 
would not have left that bird in the henhouse. . 

Mr. Barker. As a matter of fact, they culled 12 months out of the 
year. 

Senator Taye. You first cull a flock of birds when you put them in 
— you determine from the body structure that she is apt to be a 

ayer. 

Then after that you can have a bird that proves not to be the type of 
a bird that you desire in the flock and you will cull again. 

She might be the very bird that you would like to eat because she 
would be very good and fat because she was just a nonproducer. 

That would not be discriminating against the quality of the bird 
just because she was a nonproducer. That culling goes on every day. 

Senator Jounston. May we proceed here? 

ng Taye. We first want to lay the foundation as to what is 
a cull. 

Senator Jonnsron. I don’t want to shut you off, 
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Senator Tuy. We do not want the press to get the impression that 
the farmer is selling a bird that is diseased every time he takes it out 
of the flock. 

Senator Jounston. No, no. 

Senator Arken. The lazier the bird the better she is to eat. 

Senator Tuyr. And the fatter the bird is the better soup she will 
make. 

Senator Jonnston. Proceed. 

We will have to go along because we have some other witnesses here. 

Mr. Barker. The Department of Agriculture recognizes even in 
the regulations for its voluntary poultry inspection program that such 
an ante mortem inspection program is practical. 

It states (in instruction No. 918 (PY) ante mortem—1) : 


While it is not practical to handle and examine each live bird prior to slaughter, 
it is entirely feasible to visibly examine daily each battery of birds in the plant. 


3. Inspecting agency: S. 313 and S. 645 do not specify what part 
of the Department of Agriculture would carry out the inspection 
function. 

Because of conversations with officials of the Department, we can 
only conclude that the Secretary would name the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service as the inspection agency. 

S. 1128, on the other hand, specifically names the Agricultural Re- 
search Service as the agency which is to carry out the function of an 
inspection law. 

We firmly believe that the job to protect consumers and poultry 
workers should be in an ageney which already has such work as its 
main task. We do not believe it should go to an agency with conflicting 
functions. 

The Agricultural Research Service has for 50 years administered 
the Meat Inspection Act and has done an excellent job of it. The 
Agricultural Marketing Service has done excellent work in the pro- 
motion of agricultural products. This I know from personal experi- 
ence. 

But I believe in many phases this promotion work conflicts with 
the inspection and consumer protection. It is difficult to carry water 
on both shoulders. 

Further, we believe the Agricultural Marketing Service has not 
always done a satisfactory job with its voluntary poultry inspection 
program. 

It has in the last 6 months, improved its service—following the 
exposé before congressional committees by public health groups and 
our union, of some dangerous practices. 

This committee has heard testimony that the experience of 27 years 
of the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service should 
be used. 

Weagree. We suggest that this branch, with its personnel be moved 
from the Agricultural Marketing Service to the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. 

In this way, its experience will be utilized and at the same time a 
conflict of interests avoided. 

We also recognize that the fear exists lest poultry inspection be 
submerged under the red-meat inspection. There is little reason for 
this fear. 
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We suggest that a poultry inspection branch, separate from and 
equal to the Meat Inspection Branch, be established in the Agricul- 
tural Research Service. This is completely possible under S. 1128. 

4. Post mortem inspection: S. 313 and S. 1128 agree that the post 
mortem inspection should be carried out on the carcass of each bird. 
S. 645 does not specify this. 

In fact, the language of the inspection section (sec. 6) of S. 645 
is so loosely drawn that it can be interpreted as not requiring any kind 
of compulsory inspection. 

There is little argument that the post-mortem inspection must be 
made carcass by carcass. Even the voluntary poultry inspection pro- 
gram calls for this. We will not take this committee’s time to prove 
its necessity now. 

However, if this should become a subject of controversy, we should 
like the opportunity to submit evidence of the necessity of carcass-by- 
carcass post mortem inspection, as provided in both S. 1128 and S. 313. 

5. Inspectors: S. 313 and S. 645 provide that the inspector be— 
any person authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry and 
poultry products under the authority of this Act. 

S. 1128 provides that the inspector must be a Federal employee. 

S. 313 and S. 645 contain a loophole here which might have danger- 
ous consequences. It would be possible under this wording to use 
plant employees to inspect their employer’s products. 

We want to call this committee’s attention to the fact that the vol- 
untary program has, until recently, permitted the use of employees, 
and even owners, as sanitarians in their plants. This practice has now 
been stopped and should not be allowed in this legislation. 

Further, if the label is to be a Federal one, and is to give the con- 
sumer confidence, it should be applied by a Federal employee. 

Then the Secretary of Agriculture, upon whom the task of carrying 
the inspection program is placed by all bills, would truly be able to 
exercise that responsibility. He would have full administrative con- 
trol of both the inspectors and the use of the label. 

6. Designated areas: S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128 all provide that the 
Secretary may designate certain areas of intrastate commerce in which 
so much poultry is handled that interstate commerce is affected. 

These areas may then be brought under the provisions of the Federal 
Poultry Inspection Act. The bills differ on how this may be done. 

S. 313 would leave the power to designate completely in the hands 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

S. 645 would give the power to the Secretary, but would initiate 
the designation through the actions of either appropriate official in 
the area involved or of a poultry industry group. 

S. 1128 would allow the Secretary to designate an area only upon the 
consent of the governing bedy of the area involved. 

Both S. 313 and S. 645 could lead to the designation of an area of 
intrastate commerce against the wishes of the area government. 

In one of these bills all the power is in the hands of the Federal 
Secretary ; in the other, a poultry-industry group could arrogate upon 
itself the power to initiating designation, if the Kécal government does 
not agree. Both procedures we believe are dangerous, 

We believe that the intrastate commerce of an area should not be 
forced into the Federal program. The view of the area government 
should be important in this situation. 
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Senator Hotianp. May I ask a question ? 

Insofar as it goes, 1 approve of the statement, but I notice that the 
witness has not come out as clearly as the wire from his State repre- 
sentative in Florida. You heard me read that wire? 

Mr. Barxer. I did. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you approve of his statement that, where there 
is a functioning State agency set up for the poultry-inspection job, it 
should be the sole one to ask for the designation ? 

Mr. Barxer. I believe the only major difference between. the wire 
and what I have just read here is the choice of words, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. That is all right. In other words, you think that 
the State agency should be, as stated by the Florida witness, the sole 
initiating power in submitting the application to the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Barker. The governing body should be important in this type 
of situation. 

Senator YounG. Should be the important or the sole agency ? 

Mr. Barker. We say it should be important. 1 think you gentle- 
men, as legislators, have wider knowledge in respect to whether it 
should be the sole or should be one of the important factors. 

We are, in this case, talking about the initiating of a request for this 
coverage by the Federal Government. So, not trying to set ourselves 
up as authorities in the field of legislation, we merely say that the view 
of the area government should be important in this situation. 

We think it is very important. 

Senator Jonnsron. But you say that it should be absolutely con- 
trolling ¢ 

Senator Horuanp. I haven’t heard a specific statement: yet, except 
that he says that the only difference between his position and that of 
Mr. Pfaffendorf speaking for the Florida part of his organization is 
a matter of semantics, a matter of words. That wire says that the 
State agency should be the only agency given the power of initiating 
the application. And I do not find that the two statements are iden- 
tical at all. I would like to ask the witness whether he agrees with 
the position taken by his State representative in Florida. 

Mr. Barker. I agree with him. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Barker. 7. Insanitary processing: One of the definitions of the 
term “unwholesome” in 8. 313 and S. 645 would provide a loophole to 
permit insanitary conditions in a plant up to the time evisceration 
takes place. 

S. 1128 avoids such a situation. It seems as if a typographical 
error occurs in that particular section, section 22 (g) (3) of S: 1128. 
Instead of the word “therefor” in line 12, the words “thereof or” are 
undoubtedly desired. 

No loophole should be allowed to make possible any insanitary con- 
ditions. All bills have the same sanitation sections. Some of the 
definitions complement this section and are equally important in their 
effect. 

8. Labeling: S. 313 and S. 645 would permit the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to grant exemptions and variations in the labeling require- 
ments. 5S. 1128 does not. 
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Safeguards on labeling are of the utmost importance to the con- 
sumer. She depends upon the label for information concerning the 
food. She must have confidence in the label in order to have confi- 
dence in the product. 

Also, local and State officials will depend greatly on uniformity in 
labeling for their own enforcement activities. Exemptions and va- 
riations would make their task difficult. Therefore, the grant of 
authority for exemptions and varitions in labeling is unnecessary and 
dangerous. 

9. Records of interstate shipments: S.313 would have the processors, 
wholesalers, retailers, and shippers keep records of transactions in- 
defintely. S. 645 provides that records must be maintained for 2 
years, but does not state when the 2-year period begins. 

S. 1128 states clearly that record must be kept for only 2 years fol- 
lowing each transaction. 

We believe S. 313 and S. 645 put unnecessary cost and difficulties 
upon processors, wholesalers, ns retailers concerning records. The 
provisions of S. 1128 are sufficient for enforcement and yet avoid 
hardships. 

10. Suggested amendment to S. 1128: There are other differences 
between S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128, but the above-mentioned ones 
appear to us to be the most important. It is these differences which 
make S. 313 and S. 645 measures with loopholes, which might prove 
disastrous to an inspection program. They make S. 1128 a measure 
which is effective, meaningful, and practical. 

We would like to suggest one amendment to S. 1128. That is an 
exemption for producers, processors, distributors, and dealers who 
slaughter and process poultry according to the ritual of established 
religious groups. 

If any part of S. 1128 violates the ritual of any religious group, the 
poultry processed for that group should be exempt from the particu- 
lar provision. 

We understand that it is the custom of orthodox Jews, for example, 
either to eviscerate their own poultry or to watch while the eviscera- 
tion is carried out. 

Also, the ritual of orthodox Judaism forbids anything but dry 
plucking or cold-water plucking of the poultry’s feathers. A poultry- 
inspection law should not interfere with such religious practices. 

We, therefore, suggest that in section 15 (a) a third clause be 
inserted which reads: 

(3) Poultry producers, processors, distributors, and dealers to the extent that 
they handle poultry and poultry products in accordance with slaughtering or 
dietary practices of any established religious group. 

C. Conclusion: We are somewhat surprised that all groups have 
not. rallied behind S. 1128. Virtually every witness before this com- 
mittee this year and in 1956 has testified that he and his organization 
seek the same type of inspection for poultry as is carried out for red 
meat. 

And S. 1128 is the bill whose program comes the very closest to the 
inspection now maintained under the Meat Inspection Act. 

For example, S. 1128, like the red-meat-inspection program, provides 
mandatory ante mortem inspection. The word “knowingly” is neither 
contained in S. 1128 or in the Meat Inspection Act. ‘And the meat- 
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inspection program is carried out by an agency whose major function 


is consumer protection, just as 1128 provides. 

If one approves of the program maintained under the authority of 
the Meat Inspection Act and seeks the same for poultry, one should 
support S. 1128. 

n addition to providing an effective program of compulsory poul- 
try inspection, S. 1128 does away with the cause of virtually all of the 
fears expressed by some witnesses about other bills last year. 

For example, it provides that ante mortem inspection will not be 
a bird-by-bird inspection. It places the inspection program in the De- 
partment of Agriculture and in such a way that poultry inspection 
will not be subordinate to meat inspection. And it makes provision 
for the designating of intrastate areas. 

If S. 1128 were dangerous to business practices, one could understand 
the opposition to it. Yet not one shred of evidence has been presented 
by anyone to show that the type of inspection provided by the bill is 
unworkable. 

In 4congressional hearings and in countless writings, not 1 argument 
has been made that provisions, such as S. 1128 contains, are technically 
or businesswise impossible. 

Even so, we find the processing industry supporting S. 313 and 
S. 645. This is despite the proof presented about the virtual impossi- 
bility of enforcement and the existence of dangerous loopholes for 
health protection in the bills. 

Does this mean that the processing industry, therefore, is saying 
that it wishes the right to sell unclean and unwholesome products? 
We think not. 

If the processing industry seeks—as we firmly believe the majority 
does—an effective, meaningful, and practical compulsory poultry in- 
spection program, it should support the safeguards necessary and avoid 
all loopholes. 

A law with safeguards and which truly prevents abuses known to 
have been practiced by the shady operators in the industry is as impor- 
tant to the reliable majority of the industry as it is to consumers and 
poultry workers. 

There is no reason, therefore, when we are now so close together on 
this legislation that the processing industry should stand on one side 
and consumer, public health, labor, and some farm organizations on 
the other. 

The reporting or enactment of a bill with loopholes would help no 
one. It would especially leave consumers and poultry workers in 
a little better position than when we began our campaign for this type 
of legislation. 

To consider our campaign finished with the enactment of weak legis- 
lation would be a breach of faith with our membership. Under such 
conditions, the AMCBW could not consider its inspection campaign 
concluded. 

We appeal to this committee to report S. 1128 with the religious 
exemption amendment previously suggested. This measure will meet 
the needs of all groups concerned with poultry inspection. 

It will provide the protection needed er consumers, poultry workers 
and farmers. And it will assist, rather than be in any way imprac- 
tical or harmful, to processing business activities. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
opportunity to present the views of our organization. We are very 
grateful for your interest and courtesy. 

Senator Arken. I have a couple of rather important questions, I 
think, Mr. Chairman, I’ would like to ask Mr. Barker. 

You say you are asking for nothing more than is contained in the 
meat inspection law. You are not asking for any provisions of law 
which go beyond the meat inspection laws? 

Mr. Barker. In the meat inspection program, as it is being pres- 
ently administered. 

Senater Arken. Do you understand the law states in regard to 
ante mortem inspection of livestock that the Secretary of Agriculture 
at his discretion may cause such inspection to be made by inspectors 
appointed for that examination, before they are allowed to enter 
any slaughtering, packing, meat canning, rendering or similar estab- 
lishment, and so on ? 

In other words, the law reads very clearly that the Secretary may 
make ante mortem inspection of livestock at his discretion. 

Senator Humpnurey. That was in 1906. 

Senator Arken. We have been given to understand that this poultry 
inspection law did not ask for anything beyond that required for red 
meat. 

Mr. Barker. May I answer? 

Senator Arcen. Yes. 

Mr. Barker. I am perfectly aware of the fact that the red meat 
a law does provide the word “may” in place of the word 
“shall.” 

However, in the administration and the performance of that func- 
tion for more than 50 years now we have found that “may” in that 
instance means “shall” and it is performed as a normal function in 
the examination of red meat. 

For a number of years we have had the word “may” also in the 
permissive regulations under the PMA Act. And here we find that 
the word “may” does not mean the word “shall”—it is not put into 
practice. 

I gave you the illustration of the Oregon situation where an ante 
mortem inspection was necessary to prevent and correct a particular 
situation. 

The provision was there in the law that it could have been demanded 
and could have been put into force, but it was not. 

I think that is the important determining factor in whether you 
use the word “may” or the word “shall.” 

We judge all things upon our past experience. In one we find that 
“may” has performed the function. In the other we find the word 
“may” has not performed the function. 

Senator Arken. That is where the word “may” means something 
different depending upon who uses it. 

Mr. Barker. That is correct. 


Senator Arkmn. You mentioned specific exemptions that you recom- 
mend and I will read it: 

This exemption from the proposed act applies to— 
poultry producers, processors, distributors and dealers to the extent that they 


handle poultry and poultry products in accordance with slaughtering or dietary 
practices of any established religious group. 
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Would that permit a dealer to go out into the country and buy 
poultry from flocks that had not had ante mortem inspection ? 

Mr. Barker. I do not know how. 

Senator A1rken. Wouldn’t you be willing to have some provision 
in there that he could not sell such on the general market? He may 
a to a religious group, who would qualify for exemption under 

1s. 

But would you not prevent him from going out around the country 
and buying suspected flocks and selling them to somebody else? 

Should not that be made very clear in here if the exemption is put 
in here that such products could only be sold in the market where 
this belief prevailed ? 

Mr. Barker. We are not at all in disagreement with you. We 
believe that if necessary language must be added to this to provide 
the safeguard which you mention, we would be in full accord. 

We think we must recognize the traditional and established religious 
functions. 

Senator Arxen. I can understand that but I do think there must 
be safeguards to prevent a dealer from buying diseased flocks that 
he perhaps could get for a lesser price, and putting them on the 
market. 

This exemption applies to poultry producers, distributors, proces- 
sors, and dealers. 

Mr. Barker. I would like to just conclude by saying one more 
thing. The use of the word “may” in principle is involved im one 
other part of three bills that are before the committee. 

That is whether the Secretary shall designate the administrative 
agency. 

In view of comments made by officials of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, we draw the conclusion that a determination has 
already been made as to where the Secretary would establish poultry 
inspection. 

It is no longer a question, as we view it. I have before me some of 
the testimony of Assistant Secretary Butz of the congressional hear- 
ings on S. 3176 last year which also contained the statement by As- 
sistant Secretary Davis, I believe it is, in which he indicated in a meet- 
ing with industry that the Department was more interested in get- 
ting the cooperation of industry than where the inspection service was 
to be put. All of this leads us to question whether or not it will not 
be necessary for this committee to establish by either strong recom- 
mendation or legislative mandate where the performance of this 
function should be. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

Senator Humpnrey. Senator Murray received two letters which he 
asked me to put in the record today. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection that will be done at this point. 

(The letters are as follows :) 

THE DIVISION OF HEALTH OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, Mo., February 25, 1957. 


Hon. JAMEs E. MurRRAY, 
Chairman of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DeAR SENATOR MurRRAYs I am attaching herewith a statement from Mr. John 
H. McCutchen, director of the bureau of food and drugs, concerning the com- 
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pulsory poultry-inspection bill which will be heard before your committee on Feb- 
ruary 27 and 28. 

We trust that your committee will agree with our feelings concerning this 
legislation and will see fit to pass the Humphrey Senate bill No. 1128 to pro- 
vide for much needed Federal inspection for interstate poultry and poultry 
products. 

Very truly yours, 
James R. Amos, M. D., Director. 


Tue Division or HEALTH oF Missour!, 
Jefferson City, Mo., February 25, 1957. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C 

Dear Senator Murray: We have had an opportunity to review a number of 
poultry-inspection bills which have been introduced in the United States Senate. 
We are in favor of the Humphrey bill, S. 1128. 

Many of these bills which have been introduced are similar to the Humphrey 
bill; however, all of the other bills have serious drawbacks since they have in 
many instances failed to provide either ante mortem or post mortem inspections 
or they have granted the Secretary of Agriculture too much authority or leeway 
in designating those areas which could be placed under Federal inspection. Some 
of these bills do not provide for Federal inspection at all but would permit plant 
employees to make such inspections. Our experience with the present method 
of employee inspection has been entirely unsatisfactory. Many of the other bills 
require that a violator must knowingly commit illegal acts before he is punish- 
able. This is entirely unrealistic and would be very difficult to prove and would 
make the law unenforceable. 

We feel that it is imperative that State and local jurisdiction be protected. 
Only the Humphrey bill, S. 1128, provides that those areas which agree to desig- 
nation and inspection by the Federal Government will come under this act. This 
provision would prohibit the Secretary of Agriculture from forcing areas now 
under local or State inspection to come under Federal inspection unless they 
ask for it. 

Fundamentally, we believe that the inspecting agency for such poultry legis- 
lation should be in a consumer protective agency such as the Public Health 
Service or the Federal Food and Drug Administration ; however, it is our under- 
standing that the Federal Food and Drug Administration, which is understaffed 
and has a tremendous job on its hands in protecting the foods, drugs, and cos- 
metics which are in interstate commerce in this country, is reluctant to accept 
this added burden at this time. We understand the inspecting agency will prob- 
ably be the Department of Agriculture. If so, it should be placed in the Agri- 
culture Research Service. We do not feel that the poultry inspectional service 
should be placed in the Agriculture Marketing Service, since its primary purpose 
is to promote the sale of farm products and not to protect the consuming public 
against unclean, filthy, diseased, and contaminated foods. 

In order to understand why the poultry industry is so vitally interested in 
passing legislation similar to the Humphrey bill, it is necessary to understand 
the opinion and concept that the consuming public has toward Government- 
inspected food products. The poultry industry knows that if they can obtain 
some type of Federal legislation which will lead the general public to thinking 
that all poultry which carries an official stamp is free of disease, has been pro- 
duced under sanitary conditions and stored properly until it is purchased, they 
will be able to sell the poultry without any difficulties. If any of these other 
bills with their many loopholes are passed, this deception would occur. The 
public would be fooled into thinking that they had adequate protection on all 
such poultry, when in actual practice under these other bills the birds may not 
even be inspected for diseases, they could he handled under insanitary condi- 
tions, and yet they would be stamped with the official sanction of the United 
States Government. 

For the above reasons we therefore earnestly urge you and your committee to 
pass the Humphrey bill, 8. 1128, and prevent any attempt to defraud the people 
of the United States. 

By direction of James R. Amos, M. D., director, division of health. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN H. McCurcHen, 
Director, Bureau of Food and Drugs. 
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Crry AND County OF DENVER, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HOSPITALS, 
Denver, Colo., February 25, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES BE. MuRRAY, 
Senator from Montana, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Murray: In accordance with your telegram of February 21, 
1957, I am submitting herewith a prepared statement for the Agricultural Com- 
mittee which sets forth the feelings of the Denver Department of Heath and 
Hospitals concerning poultry legislation. 

You will recall that last year on May 8, 1956, Mr. J. Robert Cameron of this 
department appeared in my place to testify before the Subcommittee on Legisla- 
tion Affecting the Food and Drug Administration, Committee on Labor and Public 
Health. As you can see from the attached statements the feelings of this depart- 
ment have not changed one bit. It is our sincere belief that the interests of the 
public and protection of their health will best be served by placing the responsi- 
bility for Federal poultry inspection in the Food and Drug Administration or 
in the Meat Inspection Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
We do not feel that the best interests of the public will be served by placing poul- 
try inspection in a marketing division of the Department of Agriculture. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact 
me at any time. 

Very truly yours, 
Lioyp Frorio, M. D., Manager. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD FLorio, M. D. 


The State of Colorado and the city and county of Denver are predominantly 
poultry-importing areas. We who are charged by law with the responsibility of 
the protection of the consumer’s health, are vitally concerned with legislation 
which will affect poultry received in the commercial establishments of Denver. 
The city of Denver is the largest poultry-consuming area within the State of 
Colorado. The Denver Department of Health and Hospitals has worked har- 
moniously with the Denver regional office of the United States Food and Drug 
Adminstration and the Meat Inspection Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. Both of these agencies have shown their concern for the protec- 
tion of the consumer’s health. We believe that either of these agencies is emi- 
nently qualified to administer a poultry-inspection program for consumer pro- 
tection. 

It has come to our attention that other bills are being introduced into the 
United States Congress which will place the responsibility for this vital health 
function under the administration of certain marketing divisions within the 
United States Department of Agriculture. The marketing divisions of the De- 
partment of Agriculture are primarily interested in the promotion and sale of 
agricultural products and their fundamental concern is to expedite the marketing 
of poultry and poultry products. Based on our experience and observations over 
the past 10 years, we believe that by placing the responsibility of Federal poultry 
inspection in the Food and Drug Administration or the Meat Inspection Service 
of the Department of Agriculture, the protection of the consumer’s health will be 
of primary concern, whereas consumer interest will be secondary if such re- 
sponsibilities are placed in the Marketing Division of the Department of Agri- 
culture. We are convinced that the promotion of the economies of an industry 
and the public-health protection of the products produced by that industry are 
incompatible. This has been amply demonstrated by some of the so-called volun- 
tary inspection programs now operated by the Agricultural Marketing Service of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

The only justification that exists for any poultry inspection program is to 
afford adequate protection to the public to prevent the consumption of adul- 
terated, filthy, and unwholesome products. Therefore, any proposal to use such 
type of legislation to expedite the marketing of these products does not appear 
to us to be sound legislation. 

In summary, the Denver Department of Health and Hospitals urges support of 
legislation to place the responsibilities for Federal poultry inspection in an 
agency of the Government whose primary interest is the protection of the public 
health and not the marketing of that product. We believe such responsibility 
should be specifically stated in the legislation and that such responsibility should 
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be given either to the Food and Drug Administration or to the Meat Inspection 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Humpurey. I would like to have my personal privilege 
to read into the record a communication which came to my attention 
late yesterday, a communication which must have been let loose upon 
the land in the light of the comments that I have been receiving. 

I have a letter signed by Mr. John H. Moorhouse, of the Moor- 
house Turkey Hatchery, of Clear Lake, Minn. : 

Deak SENATOR HUMPHREY: I am enclosing, at Charlie Stickney’s request, a 
letter I have just received pertaining to your Senate bill 1128. This is only 
one of several I have received from the various parts of the poultry industry 
and all voicing the same 2 main objections, and I must admit that if such is the 
case, I would also object to these 2 features of your bill. 

A great many turkey growers dress and sell their own turkeys, some doing 
a good job and some doing a very poor job, but a bill of this type will put even 
the good ones out of business. 

I wonder if we really want to put all of our marketing in the hands of a few 
large processors at this time? 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN H. MoorHOUSE. 


He is one of our esteemed and respected citizens of Clear Lake, 
Minn. 

It is dated February 25, 1957. 

And I want to say to Mr. Moorhouse, No. 1, that my bill has an 
exemption for “turkey growers who dress and sell their own turkeys, 
some doing a good job and some doing a poor job.” There is the 
specific exemption in the bill. 

Senator ArkeNn. Does that cover the mail-order business ¢ 

Senator Humpnurey. Those who dress their own, who sell their own. 

Senator Arken. It does not cover those who do a mail-order 
business ? 

Senator Humrurey. It does not. 

I have a letter here from the National Turkey Federation. Here 
is the masthead, “The National Organization Serving the $350 Mil- 
lion Turkey Industry,” the home office is Post Office Box 69, Mount 
Morris, Il. 

The executive secretary of this organization is a Mr. M. C. Small. 
And the president of this organization is Mr. Trevor L. Jones. 

Yesterday the third vice president, Mr. C. N. Turnback, from 
Minnesota, appeared. 

I had an opportunity to talk with Mr. Turnbeck. The communica- 
tion reads as follows: 


Danger Ahead!!! Your Help Needed, Minnesota!!! 
This is in bold type underscored. 


A very dangerous situation exists in connection with some bills now before 
Congress—and Minnesota turkey people can help a great deal to avert disaster. 
Please study the following carefully—then act! 


And that is underlined. 


Minnesota Senator Hubert Humphrey has introduced a bill into Congress 
(Senate bill 1128) which, if passed, will do a great deal of harm to the turkey 
industries of Minnesota and the Nation. This is one of several bills now before 
Congress with regard to mandatory inspection for wholesomeness of poultry of 
all kinds. 

Humphrey’s bill (S. 1128) has several very objectional features. Primarily its 
very rigid and impractical provisions would put most small processors and home- 
dressing plants out of business; would make it difficult for even the largest 
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processors to comply; and the final outcome would be higher-priced turkey to 
consumers, 

There are two major parts in Humphrey’s bill which are objectionable. First 
is the unreasonable and impracticable provisions for antemortem inspection. 
These provisions require inspection of live birds before they are dressed. It could 
mean that every turkey would have to be individually inspected before killing 
by a licensed veterinarian. 

Second, Humphrey’s bill would place mandatory inspection under the same 
ageney as red-meat inspection. Our present voluntary Government inspection 
of poultry for wholesomeness is under the Poultry Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. It would seem most logical to keep it in this Division 
rather than to put it under the agency that imspecis red meats—beef, pork, 
lamb, etc. 

Humphrey introduced this bill at the request of organized labor unions, which 
have the long-time objective of putting all the small dressing plants out of 
business in order to make it easier to organize all the laborers in the fewer larger 
dressing plants. They are hiding behind the guise— 


Where are these labor men around here? I want all of you around 
here to listen to this— 


they are hiding behind the guise of trying to get top quality for the consumer. 
They have gotten many misleading and exaggerated articles and news stories, 
as well as booklets, printed about the terrible quality of poultry now being 
marketed. 

They have rallied the support of women’s clubs, medical associations, etc. Not’ 
only is Humphrey introducing this harmful bill but he is chairman of the Senate 
committee which will handle these bills on mandatory inspection. 


I want to say that this is just about—that statement—as accurate 
as the rest of them in the letter. 


The chairman of this committee is an extremely well qualified man, 
Senator Ellender. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you. 
Senator Humpnrey (reading :) 


As we have explained to you previously, we face a situation where we must 
accept mandatory Government inspection in some form. 


I want to read that again: 


We face a situation where we must accept mandatory Government inspection 
in some form. What we are trying to do, through unified action by our poultry 
industry organizations, is to get through a bill that will provide mandatory 
inspection on a basis that will assure quality poultry to consumers; yet will be 
a proaram that will not put the turkey people out of business—if they are doing 
a good job. 

Your National Turkey Federation and Minnesota Turkey Growers Association, 
along with other poultry industry organizations, have arranged for the intro- 
duction of sane bills of this type. 

Senator Aiken and 24 other cooperating Senators have introduced Senate 
bill 313. Senator Talmadge has introduced Senate bill No. 645. These bills 


are very similar and embody our poultry industry organizations’ recommendation. 
Here is how you can help: 


In bold type. 


Wire or write—or both—to Senator Hubert Humphrey, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. A very short letter or wire will serve the purpose. Just tell 
him you do not like his bill, 1128, as it will do great harm to Minnesota turkey 
industry and will increase the cost of turkeys to consumers. 


I digress to state that practically everyone complied word for word. 
{ Laughter. ] 


Now next I read: 


You should also tell him that you favor the provisions of Senate bills 313 and 
645 and urge he withdraw his bill in favor of these. It would be well not to 
mention the labor issue. Just oppose bill 1128! 


89520—57—_—11 
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I want to say to Mr. Small, that the readers of his letters complied 
to the word, comma, the exclamation point, and the period. 


Humphrey will answer you— 
says this letter— 
trying to justify his bill. 


Indeed he will, he will be on the job, Humphrey will, and he will 
answer. 


It is important that you write back, stating you do not like his explanation 
and still think his bill is harmful. 


Mr. Chairman, if I may digress here, I think that we have a great 
deal to compliment this executive secretary upon. He has not only 
great knowledge of the present according to his standards, but he has 
prophetic vision, and I can assure you that his prophecies are just 
about as accurate, I say, as his knowledge of the present situation. 
And I will quote again: 


Politicians are greatly influenced by the letters and wires they receive from 
their constituents. About 1,800 turkey people in Minnesota are receiving this 
letter. If everyone on this list sends a wire, letter, or even a postcard, we should 
be able to get this very important job done. 

Yours for the best of everything for turkey people by the simple process of 
working together. 

Cordially, 


NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION, 
M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer. 


And then we have a “news flash,” we havea P.S.: 


New FiasH! Just received word that hearings will begin on this in Wash- 
ington, D. C., February 27. For this reason, telegrams should be sent at once. 
Letters will help even at a later date. We hope this reaches you in time to take 
action. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the thoughtfulness of Mr. Small, 


whose very name indicates the quality of his judgment and knowledge 
of the subject. 

Mr. Small has said, No. 1, that the provisions are very rigid and 
impractical. He has made a number of other charges. So, I wired 
Mr. Small, because I think every man ought to have the chance to be 
heard and I said in this wire: 

FEBRUARY 27, 1957. 
M. C. SMALL, 
Ezecutive Secretary-Treasurer, National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Iil.: 

Have just read copy of your completely distorted version of Humphrey 
poultry inspection bill distributed to 1,800 Minnesota turkey producers request- 
ing an organized pressure campaign against measure. As member of Senate 
Committee on Agriculture now conducting hearings on this measure, request 
you appear before committee tomorrow to either justify your false assertions or 
apologize to Minnesota producers who you have misinformed. Your letter and 
propaganda attempt is a disservice to turkey industry, reflecting unfairly on the 
sincere conviction of most producers that industry must win back public con- 
fidence. Have met with Minnesota officers of your group here to testify and 
find we have littie differences, once they hear the facts instead of just get 
aroused by your vicious and unfair attack. Every objection you raise to what 
Humphrey bill might do could be done under other bills. Yet you seem to feel 
other bills would save turkey industry, and Humphrey bill would destroy it. I 
challenge you to back up your charges before our committee, and in presence of 
public health officials and press. If you are unwilling to do so, because you are 
unable to do so, I want our turkey producers to know it. 


Hvusert H,. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senator. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I only want further to say that this is the kind 
of organized pressure which is not going to produce results. I want 
Mr. Small to know that I intend to interrogate witnesses until he 
appears before this committee—— 

Remtte Symineton. Will you yield just a minute? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrineron. Do you think he would be by any chance irri- 
tated because the other bureaus considered the same and this seemed to 
have an implication 

Senator Humpurery. Senator, I do not know what he is irritated 
about. May I say most respectfully that if he wanted to consult, he 
could have consulted with the junior Senator from Minnesota, since 
he thought he was chairman of the committee—this is obviously noth- 
ing more or less than what I consider a political attack in the name of 
the National Turkey Federation. And I do not believe all members 
of that federation are necessarily of the same political mind as Mr. 
Small. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully ask Mr. Small be asked to appear 
before this committee 

Senator Arken. May I say that we have had more organized prop- 
aganda from Minnesota. I have had hundreds of identical or vir- 
tually identical communications: coming from Minnesota from this 
group and from other groups. I donot have to question who inspired 
them. And there is a difference of opinion and apparently we have 
two organized groups in Minnesota. 

Senator Humpnrey. May I say—— 

Senator Arxen. And I do not believe that we should stay here all 
summer trying to settle a Minnesota argument. 

Senator Husrnrey. Last year we had bills much more far apart 
than we have now. We are not so very far apart here. That gentle- 
man just set loose a hornet’s nest and I want to make it crystal clear, 
I want to say that I consider this attack unworthy of this great or- 
ganization—and I happen to have a great many friends in there, in 
Minnesota, as well as elsewhere and I know what they want. All 
they want is a good bill and they are going to get one. 

But I consider this a disservice to agriculture and to all of our 
producers. What the producers want and should get is a fair price, 
and they are getting a little tired, may I say, Mr. Chairman, of 7-cent, 
and 8-cent chickens and they would like to have better than 22 cents for 
grade A eggs—but I never heard from these chicken associations or 
the turkey producers’ association about their prices. I am interested 
in the farmer getting a fair price for his good products. 

The Cuatrman. All right, Will you proceed, sir? 











STATEMENT OF DR. OSCAR SUSSMAN, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, 
TRENTON, N. J., ALSO REPRESENTING THE VETERINARY MEDI- 
CAL ASSOCIATION OF NEW JERSEY AND THE NEW JERSEY 
HEALTH OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Sussman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; my 
name is Oscar Sussman, speaking as a veterinarian. Iam a doctor of 
veterinary medicine of the Michigan State University. I did grad- 
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uate work at the Yale School of Medicine, Yale University, and re- 
ceived a degree of master of public health and I have been granted the 
degree of bachelor of laws from the School of Law of Seton Hall 
University. 

I am president-elect of the Veterinary Medical Association of New 
Jersey. Iam past vice president of the American Veterinary Associa- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I think it would take less time 
if you let me read this 4-page document. 
bs - Cuarman. I thought you were going to highlight it, but go 

ea 
_ Dr. Sussman. I have cut my paper down and it will take less time, 
sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 

Dr. Sussman. Mr. Chairman, the Association of State Public 
Health Veterinarians is pleased to have been given this opportunity 
to present its views with respect to legislation before Congress rela- 
tive to poultry inspection. e believe it rather important that con- 


omer be given to two basic issues relative to the legislation at 
han 


I. THE FIRST BASIC ISSUE-—-PUBLIC-HEALTH MEASURE OR MARKETING 
MEASURE 


On this issue, our association feels that unless the legislation under 
consideration is primarily designed as a marketing device, an eco- 
nomic protective mechanism for some of the larger industry groups, 


a means of building up a large bureau enterprise within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture sympathetic to the producer and processor rather 
than the consumer interests, then you should heed the opinions of 
ublic-health and consumer organizations such as: The American 
blic Health Association, the American Veterinary Medical Asso- 
ciation, the Association of Food and Officials of the United 
States, General Federation of Women’s Clubs, State medical societies, 
State veterinary medical societies, Conference of Public Health Vet- 
erinarians, Association of State and Territorial Health Officers, and 
our association. The testimony of these organizations in the 84th 
Congress, 2d session, with respect to S. 3176, S. 3588, and S. 3983, 
indicate that they consider poultry inspection a public-health measure. 
They suggest transfer of poultry inspection functions from marketing 
administrators to an agency supervised by administrators primarily 
concerned with consumer protection. 

It is most aie that on this fundamental issue Dr. Roy E. 
Willie, Chief of the Poultry Inspection Branch of the United States 
Department of Agriculture, specifically stated that poultry inspection 
is in fact a public-health measure. I quote from an address pre- 
sented before the section of public health of the 93d Annual Meeting 
of the American Veterinary Medical Association delivered at San 
Antonio, Tex., on October 18, 1956, where Dr. Willie stated : 


It should be emphasized that our inspection service operates, primarily, as a 
public-health measure. 
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It. THE SECOND BASIC ISSUE—-THE INTEGRITY “OF THE FEDERAL STAMP 
PLACED ON ANIMAL AND POULTRY MEAT PRODUCTS 


Actions of the Agricultural Marketing Service indicate clearly to 
public health, food and drug officials, and consumers that the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service is not the proper group to direct activi- 
ties primarily concerned with public health and consumer protection. 

I would like to include at this point that I noticed that although 
the Department of Agriculture was here this morning, there was not 
a veterinary administrator at the table, and yet we were discussing a 
veterinary medical problem. 

As examples we note: 

Example 1: In 1948, the Marketing officials offered to industry the 
opportunity to allow uninspected birds to be markeded with a U. S. 
grade A label. This was proven to be highly misleading and de- 
ceiving to the consumer. It was not until 1951 that this sales appeal 
device was dropped at the insistence of consumer and health groups. 

Example 2: The Agricultural Marketing officials in the United 
States Department of Agriculture license and make official grader 
sanatarians of persons with no training and in many instances of per- 
sons employed by, or owners of, the firms which are inspected for 
sanitary conditions. The fallacy in this type of administration was 
brought into focus vividly in 1955, when a iin Sap of whose part- 
ners was the licensed Federal grader sanitarian—was convicted in a 
Federal court of selling diseased, dirty, and adulterated poul 
foes This case was brought to trial by the Federal Food an 

rug Administration. The administrators of Agricultural Market- 
ing Service conferred the degree of sanitarian on the foreman of the 
convicted owner of the plant. Confidence on the part of consumers, 
food and drug officials, and health authorities is certainly not inspired 
by such actions, 

Example 3: A contract was offered to processors by the Agricultural 
Marketing Service in August of 1955. This contract allowed the 
owner of a firm to request the transfer of an inspector, provided the 
owner pay for such inspector’s transportation to another plant. Thus, 
every inspector was under a constant threat of movement should he 
incur the wrath of the plant management. Excuses were made by 
Agricultural Marketing Service of this being necessary because of 
the voluntary nature of the service. ‘This committee should note that 
the voluntary dog-food inspection service, utilizing the same Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act, but administered by the Agricultural Research 
Service never allowed an inspector to be so intimidated. It was only 
after the situation was called to the attention of the Senate com- 
mittee discussing S. 3176 of the 84th Congress, 2d session, that this 
contract was rescinded, that these provisions were changed. 

Our association considers : 

First, that poultry inspection legislation is a public health 
function. 

Second, that integrity of the Federal stamp is essential to the 
producer, processor, and consumer. 

We, therefore, go on record as supporting the Humphrey legisla- 
tion, S. 1128. 

Senator Humpurey. Will-you permit me to interrupt? 
Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Humpurey. Have I ever spoken to you about this bill? 

Dr. Sussman. No, sir. 

Senator Humenrey. And I would like to ask that the labor people 
place in the record a letter relating to whether or not I ever consulted 
with them. 

Senator Symmneron. Mr. Sussman, are you sure of your facts in 
those examples that you gave involving the Department of Agricul- 
ture and others in this case ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir; and since you mention that question, may 
I make one further comment for the record ? 

I would like to state for the record at this time that following my 
last Senate appearance the Governor of the State of New Jersey and 
the New Jersey secretary of agriculture were requested by the New 
York State Poultry Council to have “something done about this 
biased individual.” 

The letter further suggested that the government of the State of 
New Jersey would be improved if I were removed from its employ- 
ment, 

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding such scurrilous attempts on the 
part of some in the poultry industry to intimidate and muzzle a 
spokesman of the public health groups, my State government feels 
that a full and fair hearing before your committee is important in 
order to obtain proper legislation. 

And all of my facts, Senator, are open for inspection by anyone, 
the Senate, the industry, the public health people, my facts are 
absolutely correct and can be documented. 

Senator Symrneron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Dr. Sussman. Our association considers—and this is in support of 
the Humphrey bill: 

First, the poultry inspection legislation is a public health function. 

Second, that integrity of the Federal stamp is essential to the 
producer, processor, and consumer. "ak 

We, therefore, go on record as supporting the Humphrey legislation, 
S. 1128. 

Our support of S. 1128 over the other bills offered is based on the 
following criteria: ty 

(1) The inspectors under the Humphrey legislation must be civil 
service, Federal Government employees. This is not so in the other 
legislation S. 313 and S. 645, where even plant employees could be 
authorized to inspect. : er 

(2) There is a specific requirement for ante mortem inspection in 
S.1128. The extent and type of inspection is left to the determination 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. This is not so in the other legislation 
offered. There is need for ante mortem inspection to determine some 
conditions more readily discernible while the birds are alive and to 
protect the health of the workers in the industry. Recent experiences 
of deaths and illness in Texas, Oregon, and New Jersey slaughter- 
house workers due to psittacosis in turkeys are a case in point. Ante 
mortem inspection can and will provide better protection to slaughter- 
house workers and consumers and will aid in preventive medical 
therapy at the farm level. 

In connection with this ante mortem inspection, and this question 
was raised before, I think the Oregon health authorities did not 
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prosecute the case where the man had supposedly taken dead turkeys 
and dressed them for sale—their reason was that he was dead. 

Senator Arken. What did he die of? 

Dr. Sussman. Psittacosis, sir, 

Senator Arken. That is what I wanted to find out. That is retri- 
bution ; isn’t it. 

Dr. Sussman. Yes; but it is a bad way to have a problem settled. 

Senator Arken. Thank you. 

The CHatrMan. Proceed. 

Dr. Sussman. (3) The designated area section of the Humphrey 
bill does not interfere with the building up of good local health juris- 
dictions. The other pieces of legislation presently before this com- 
mittee would allow for unrestricted Federal control of the smallest 
health jurisdiction. The Humphrey bill provides necessity for con- 
sent by local jurisdictions and will in effect produce a favorable climate 
for mutual cooperation between State, city, and Federal governments. 
The Aiken and Talmadge bills would allow the Federal Government 
to enter into intrastate affairs to the extent of prohibiting shipment 
of processed poultry from one city in a State to another city in the 
same State. Legislation of this sort would subvert public-health con- 
siderations to purely economic-barrier type legislation that could 
squeeze the small poultry processor out of business. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you permit a question ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. Doctor, are you saying that S. 1128, in other 
words, despite the communication which you heard me reading just 
a few moments ago from the National Turkey Federation, does not 
squeeze small poultry producers out of business ! 

Dr. Sussman. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you say that the designated area section 
of my bill was designed in part so as to protect the right of the small 
producer to stay in business ¢ 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir; and I think I can add that this question 
was taken up by the Secretary of Agriculture in New Jersey and I 
know he agrees with this particular statement because we were worried 
in New Jersey, if a small processor in Vineland, N. J., raised poultry 
and if he wanted to sell in Newark or Jersey City that if Newark or 
Jersey City were declared a designated area, that the poultry from 
Vineland even though inspected on a local basis got into Newark, N. J. 

There is another point about this designation and the use of State 
employees. I think it is rather significant and the eommittee should 
realize that State health authorities and State food and drug authori- 
ties have all gone on record for S. 3176, and then S. 3983, I believe it 
was, neither one of which provided for allowing State employees to be 
used in a system which would provide for a Federal stamp to be placed 
on poultry. 

Senator Humpurey. Those were bills of last year? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. Those bills were much more severe and strict 
than S. 1128? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir; I think, and from your standpoint I noticed 
the Minnesota State Medical Association supported S. 3176 in a letter 
to Senator Murray which was in a previous hearing 
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Senator Humenrey. And did they support ante mortem inspection ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir; because they supported that bill and that 
required ante mortem inspection. 

Senator Humpurey. Did they support that Federal officers would 
be employees ? 

Mr. Sussman. Yes, sir; because they support that bill and that bill 
actually required that. 

Senator Humpnurey. They even supported the Food and Drug 
Administration ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. May I ask a question? 

If I understand it correctly, you say on page 2 that the Department 
of Agriculture passed over in effect to the processor the right to inspect 
himself ; is that correct ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. I did not read that, I was trying to cut 
this down, but the point I made was the fallacy in allowing an official 
for sanitation to be an employee of the firm. It resulted in one case 
that we know of, and there are many others, where the owner of the 
plant actually did the inspection and the Department of Agriculture 
did not prosecute in that case, the prosecution only occurred because 
the food and drug authorities prosecuted and there was a conviction. 

Senator Symineton. As I understand your statement, the poultry 
processor could have paid the traveling expenses of an inspector and 
so gotten rid of him in order to get another inspector more amenable 
to his wishes; is that correct ? 

Dr. Sussman. I would interpret it that way. 

Senator Symrveron. And is that the way the Department of Agri- 
culture is operating now in the setup? 

Dr. Sussman. No; I have not brought that out in the Senate hear- 
ing, but I think Mr. Butts said in a statement that he did look into 
that and there was a revised contract. 

Senator Symrneron. One final question. Is it correct that you say 
dog food is handled in a more hygienic manner than the way poultry 
is handled for human beings? 

Dr. Sussman. No; I would not say that. I would say that the 
voluntary dog food program until they changed this contract pro- 
vided for a point where an inspector was under less intimidation of 
peraare being moved by those in the industry than under the poultry 
industry. 

Senaice Symineton. When did they change it? 

Dr. Sussman. Well, the contract went in, in August 1955, and we 
had these Senate hearings about 5 or 6 months ago and it was changed 
about that time, changed after the Senate hearings, not before. 

Senator Symtneron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Sussman. (4) The Aiken and Talmadge legislation insists that 
prior to conviction a processor must have knowingly failed to observe 
requirements of the legislation. The Humphrey bill, S. 1128, does not 
so a To allow for legislation to require knowledge to be a 
consideration prior to conviction means that in no instance will it be 
feasible for the Government to process a case and win a conviction. 
Intent knowledge and premeditation can be shown to be lacking in 
most food-law cases. The history of the prevention of food adultera- 
tion and unwholesomeness in this country has been predicated on the 
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fact that food produced under conditionsas presently exist are so 
prepared that the consumer cannot adequately protect or inform-him- 
self of the safety of the contents. Therefore, the maxim “Let the 
seller beware” exists in the food industry as opposed to the concept of 
“Let the buyer beware,” which exists in-all other areas of commercial 
enterprise. Should this Con reverse this procedure’ with re- 
spect to poultry inspection, I—as a consumer and a public-health 
worker—fear for the consquences with regard to food-law legislation 
and court decisions that have built the American food industry up to 
the high level that it presently occupies with respect to integrity and 
consumer acceptance. 

Senator Humpurey. Are you saying here that in other food process- 
ing beyond this poultry matter, the legal terminology is not one of 
“knowingly,” but the burden or responsibility for a wholesome prod- 
uct rests upon the producer and the processor ? 

Dr. SussMAn. That is right. ; 

Senator Humpurey. And that the Government may come’ in and 
inspect and prosecute if evidence is available, even though the indus- 
try may say that it did not knowingly understand that these practices 
were under way ? 

Dr. Sussman. That is right. I think it should be pointed out to 
industry, however, that the milk industry, the meat industry, or other 
phases of the food industry have been under the same hazard, if you 
want to consider it a hazard, and the hazard is such that. it is only a 
hazard if the administrators first bring the case to court, which they 
do not have to do under your legislation; second, if it is Senge 
before the court, if the judge or the jury decides that they were guilty 
to the extent that the person injured or who died or who was sick or 
something happened, was in a position where they should be reim- 
bursed for their problem—so it is not that way, that industry is going 
to have its throat cut. 

There is no way of putting “knowingly”—into the food business. 
Food and drug authorities are in the position where we would never 
know, for example, if a bottling company knowingly allowed some 
rat feces to enter a bottle of soda pop. However, they have and 
should be responsible to the consumer. 

The CuarrmMan. We will have to suspend. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuarrman. We will resume as soon as we can. 

(A recess was taken.) 

The Cuamman. The committee will please be in order. 

Dr. Sussman. I was on the 4th point on page 3, and I think we 
finished that unless someone had a question. The 5th point is that: 

The Humphrey bill provides for the placement of the inspection 
service in the Agricultural Research Service, a consumer protective 
agency, in contrast to the other bills which would leave the choice of 
marketing or consumer protective agency to the discretion of the 
Secretary. 

I should like to add at this point that the Livestock Grading Divi- 
sion which handles livestock is in the Marketing Service. 

The Cuarrman. We know that. That has been put into the record 
2 or 3 times. 

Dr. SussMANn. Yes; I just want to make a point. 
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The Cuarman. All right. 

Dr. Sussman. This morning someone said about putting one in- 
spection service in one branch of the Department of Agriculture and 
another inspection service in another branch, but I think that all of 
these inspection services referred to are in order to provide a grading 
and quality system such as for orange juice, and the sizes of things, 
and not necessarily with rd to public health, because it is not a 
public-health function as far as public-health people consider it, 
whether the Department of Agriculture thinks so or not. 

The American Public Health Association, at their annual meeting 
November 15, 1956, and that was a recent meeting, resolved: 

That the American Public Health Association supports the passage of a Fed- 
eral law which will place the responsibility for the inspection of poultry which 
moves in interstate and foreign commerce in an agency having as its primary 
responsibility the supervision of the safety of food, such as the Meat Inspection 
Division of the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture or the Food and Drug Administration in the United States Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

It should be noted that the Humphrey bill does not require that the 
— inspection service be combined and subordinated to the Meat 

nspection Division which has to do with “red meat” inspection serv- 
ices. S. 1128 would allow for a complete utilization of all profes- 
sional personnel presently employed under the voluntary poultry 
inspection service. Should the Congress deem it wise and necessary, 
the Humphrey bill could be amended to provide for the creation of a 
poultry inspection branch or division within the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. This would eliminate some of the fear of subordi- 


nation to the livestock industry on the part of the poultry industry. 
It will, however, eliminate some of the savings inherent in elimination 
of duplication of services. 


CONCLUSION 


This association feels that, of the legislation presently under con- 
sideration by this Senate committee, the Humphrey legislation S. 
1128, is by far the most adequate to take care of the needs of the con- 
sumer, the producer, and the processor. To pass other legislation of 
a weaker quality and with less consideration for public health and 
consumer needs, will not be advantageous to the poultry industry. 
This hearing would not now be held if it had not been for the con- 
sumer, the public-health worker, food and drug officials, and workmen 
in the poultry industry all demanding action to provide inspection to 
protect the public health. Legislation that is merely a cloak to pro- 
tect the ipdhistey from the full justified demands of consumer and 
public-health authorities will not be successful; it will not provide 
the industry with the complete and unfailing support of public 
health, food and drug authorities, and the consuming public; it 
will fail to give to the Pee industry their share of taverable public 
relations. ision, naturally, rests with your committee. Our views 
are presented in the hopes that they may aid you in making your deci- 
sion. 

The CHarRMAN. Well, Doctor, as you know, we have had this be- 
fore the committee for quite some time. 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuamman. We were not able to get, on many occasions, the 
laws that we desire or prefer, and it will be the purpose of this com- 
mittee to do the best it can and present a bill to the Senate that will . 
be accepted by the majority of Congress. If it does not include all . 
that you desire at this time it may be that as time goes on we can get . 
the things which you say ought to be in there. 

It is just a question of getting a good start, and I believe that by 
the adoption of practically any of these bills that are now before us 
you would agree, I am sure, that it will be a good start compared to 
what we now have; wouldn’t you? 

Dr. Sussman. I think I would have to take exception to that. 

The Caarrman. Well, unless you do not have any—— 

Dr. Sussman. There are just a few minor exceptions—— 

The Cuarrman. I understand. They are so minor, though, that, 
unless you have no confidence whatever in your Department of Agri- 
culture, we should go ahead and pass what wecan. I may be ina 
ment with you, but I do believe that these public officials are as dedi- 
cated to doing what is right as you or anybody else in public life, and 
we must start with that premise. 

Dr. Sussman. The only point I make is that the administration of 
a public health veterinarian program will be better administered under 
groups of people primarily dealing with that phase, and to have the 
administration in the hands of people primarily dealing in sales appeal 
and marketing will not be good for the administration. 

The CuHarrMan. It will not be that, I can assure you of that. We 
thank you very much. 

Now, Senator Neuberger, I understand that you want just 2 minutes. 

Senator Neusercer. I will be very brief in my testimony. 

The Cuarrman. I would appreciate it if you would be, Senator, 
because we have people here who are from all over the country. 

Senator Neusercer. Would you prefer I come another time, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

The CuarrMan. Well, we are closing these hearings today. 

Senator Nrusercer. I will make it very brief. I intended to, any- 
way. 























STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 













Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I think you know that I have 
a particular interest in this beyond that of a citizen and a Senator, in 
that one of the most disastrous and tragic psittacosis epidemics, which 
affected not only the poultry industry but human beings and their 
health, took place in the State that I help represent. 

When I was a member, Mr. Chairman, of our State legislature, I 
made efforts for the regulation, for the proper inspection, of meat and 
poultry and poultry products, Unfortunately, I was not successful 
at that time. But now we have a better law in the State of Oregon. 

I am going to paraphrase my testimony, and then submit it for the 
record if that is agreeable. 

The Cuarrman. It is agreeable. 

Senator Neupercer. I feel that the ofly possible thing that the 
Congress can do is to err, if there is any error, on the side of safety 
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so that the consumer and a man, woman, or child who eats this poultry 
has every possible bit of protection. 

When these epidemics strike, emergency measures are quickly taken. 
By necessity such action is expensive, sweeping, and stic in the 
extreme. It has to be. The sensible, logical step to take after that is 
mandatory inspection, such as is proposed by us in 8. 1128, of which 
I am very pleased to be cosponsor. A step in that direction it seems 
obvious, Mr. Chairman, must be taken by us in Congress as well as 
in the State legislatures. 


One of the basic rights of any consumer should be the right to have 
full confidence in a clean and healthy poultry produet purchased in any 
market. Such assurance would benefit the producer and processor 
by further stabilizing his market. I am sure that the poultry indus- 
try, the third most important agricultural industry, I am told, will 
be greatly strengthened and sustained by the enactment of Senator 
Renee proposal, of which as I mentioned, I have the privilege 
and the honor to be cosponsor. 

I am going to ask in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that a letter I have 
received from the Egg Candlers and Poultry Workers Local Union, 
No. 231, and a pertinent article from the June 1956 Agricultural 
Bulletin of the Oregon State Department of Agriculture be included 
as part of the record. I hope I have not exceeded my 2 minutes. 

The Cuarrman. They will be filed with the committee. Thank you. 


(Senator Neuberger’s statement and the papers referred to are as 
follows :) 
STATEMENT FILED BY SENATOR NEUBERGER 


TI am extremely pleased to have this opportunity so courteously offered by the 
Senate Agriculture Committee to prevent my views in support of the long needed 
legislation S. 1128 will provide. In joining my distinguished colleague, Senator 
Hubert Humphrey, of Minnesota, in sponsoring a well conceived, carefully written 
poultry bill, I was complying with.the urgent requests of many Oregon poultry 
growers, processors, distributors, and consumers who witnessed, not many 
months ago, the terrifying and alarming spectacle of a psittacosis epidemic. 

The pneumonia-like disease, psittacosis or parrot fever, threatened Oregon's 
vigorous turkey industry with possible extinction, but the resulting sickness and 
even death among human beings gave tragic confirmation to the plea that manda- 
tory inspection was long overdue. 

Mr. Chairman, when I was a member of the State legislature in my home 
State of Oregon, I had worked strenuously for the enactment of laws providing 
for proper inspection of meat and poultry. Those efforts proved unavailing at 
that time. It is unfortunate that it takes human suffering and economic loss 
to mobilize sentiment for this kind of legislative action. S. 1128 is the kind 
of bill demanded by those who have seen lives lost, people made ill and a thriving 
industry faced with paralyzing ruin. All of these terrible results to life and 
property can be minimized, and perhaps even prevented, by the enactment of 
poultry inspection legislation, like that offered in §. 1128. 

The Oregon story, which I know of personally, has been repeated in other 
States. Outbreaks have taken place in Texas, New Jersey, Nebraska, Virginia, 
and Iowa. 

In Oregon, health officials for the first time, I am told, found farm workers 
had contracted psittacosis from poultry. In previous outbreaks, only poultry 
processing workers had been affected, the United States Public Health Serv- 
iee reports. First the processor, but now the producer, and, perhaps, in a later 
and unnecessary epidemic, who knows, it may be the consumer. 

When these epidemics strike, emergency measures are quickly taken. By 
necessity such action is expensive, sweeping, and drastic in the extreme. It 
has to be, The sensible, logical step to take after that it mandatory inspection, 
as we propose in 8. 1128. The step in that direction it seems obvious, Mr. 
Chairman, must be taken by us in Congress as well as the State legislatures. 

One of the basic rights of any consumer should be a right to have full con- 














POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 167 


fidence in a clean and healthy poultry product purchased in any market. Such 
assurance would benefit the producer and processor by further stabilizing. his 
market. I am sure that the poultry industry, the third most important agri- 
cultural industry, I am told, will be greatly strengthened and sustained by the 
enactment of Senator Humphrey’s proposal. 

Again, I thank you very much for this opportunity and I ask your permission 
to inelude for the record a recent letter from Local Union 231, Dgg Candlers and 
Poultry Workers, Portland, Oreg., supporting in particular the above men- 
tioned bill,.and a most pertinent article entitled “Operation Quarantine” from 


the Agriculture Bulletin of June 1956, published by the Oregon State Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 


PorTLAND, Orec., February 6, 1957. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 


United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Since the outbreak of psittacosis in Oregon, the 
members of local union No. 231 have been more anxious than ever to have a 
strong compulsory poultry inspection bill enacted by Congress. 

There are several amendments being introduced in regard to poultry inspec- 
tion but the amendment introduced by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey is the 
one which we believe will provide the type of legislation we want. 

We are writing to ask that you cosponsor the Humphrey amendment and do 


everything you can to secure passage of a mandatory poultry inspection bill 
in this session of Congress. 


With sincere best wishes, we remain. 
Very truly yours, 


L. B. Myers, 
President, Egg Candlers and Poultry Workers Local Union No. 281. 





{From the Agricultural Bulletin, Oregon State Department of Agriculture, June 1956] 
OPERATION QUARANTINE 


WITH PARTICULAR EMPHASIS ON EMERGENCY ACTIONS LIKE THE ONE SURROUNDING 
DIAGNOSIS OF ORNITHOSIS 


(By the editor) 


Somehow I never seem to forget one of the stories my dad, who often doubled 
as country editor and volunteer fireman in those days, delighted to recount. It 
was about a fire on the edge of our small town. 

He'd give us a buildup on the fire call, the volunteers dashing from everywhere 
to scramble onto the old fire engine and then running madly to the fire scene. 

“And what do you suppose was the first thing we saw when we got there?” 
he’d always preface his punch line. “Why, there was the house in blazes and 
Ol Jack tearing up the yard with a big, frosted cake in his hands.” 

“And that’s all Ol’ Jack saved from the fire,” dad would add. Then he’d 
chuckle and chuckle as though, having seen, he still could not believe. 


LET’S SEE 


Now that little story may not seem to have any application to Operation 
Quarantine. But let’s see. 


Suppose we call a quarantine a device to put out a fire. Or, to keep it from 
spreading. 

Oh, of course, Jim Short, M. E. Knickerbocker, Frank McKennon, Kermit 
Peterson or the other officials who may sign quarantine orders for the State de- 
partment of agriculture doesn’t call them fire stoppers. They would tell you a 
quarantine is a restraining measure, with the power of law behind it, to prevent 
the introduction or spread of a contagious or infectious disease affecting plants 
or animals and, directly or indirectly, man. 

That is a bit more in line with the dictionary definition. You'll probably 
prefer it to the fire idea—but we'll get around to that later. 
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WHEELS THAT REVOLVE 


The purpose of this article isn’t to be facetious about quarantines. Rather, 
it is to show you the wheels that revolve when the department finds it necessary 
to bring quarantine action, and why. 

The forces that lead to quarantine sometimes operate like the brakes on your 
car when you come to a leisurely stop at a red light. For example, the depart- 
ment may get word that the XYZ bug (purely mythical), which has a history of 
wicked destruction of potatoes in a State on the eastern seaboard, is traveling 


westward. In fact, it has jumped to just outside the eastern border of a West- 
ern State. 


That’s too close for Oregon comfort. 

So Frank McKennon, our plant division chief, calls his counterpart in the 
westernmost State in which the bug has appeared to verify. Yes, it’s there all 
right, and has been for some little period. But it doesn’t look like it will come 
on west—no potatoes around to eat on and they are the only plants on which it 
feeds. Looks like it has reached its western limits. 


SIGH OF RELIEF 


McKennon breathes a sigh of relief. He doesn’t want to see the XYZ bug 
travel into Oregon, because we've got a $10-million potato industry that pest could 
damage a lot if it got a foothold. 

Six weeks later McKennon gets a wire from the neighboring State; the XYZ 
bug has been found in 6 potato fields in 2 counties. A fast survey shows it 
apparently has not reached Oregon. 

So our plant chief, already armed with exhaustive information about the bug 
and the damage it can do, draws up an official order. This says Oregon won’t 
permit potatoes from those two counties to come into Oregon unless they are 
treated under stipulated conditions and with specified dosages; and treatment 
must be certified to by plant officials in the State of origin. This order goes into 
effect 10 to 30 days after published. 

We've just cited the normal course of interstate quarantine—or what you 
might call routine procedure to protect a phase of our agricultural industry. 
The neighbor State probably took a similar step to protect other potato-growing 
counties within its own borders. 


EMERGENCY 


On the other hand, the events that lead to quarantine action sometimes operate 
like the brakes on your car when you come to a sudden halt to save your life. 
This is emergency quarantine. It, too, may be applied against wide areas, a 
State, a county, or even a single piece of land or premise. 

The March cases of ornithosis in two Oregon turkey flocks offer an excellent 
and current example of emergency quarantine. 

Now few people are happy when an emergency quarantine is ordered; it’s 
bound to hurt those immediately concerned—probably in the pocketbook as well 
as otherwise. 

UNPLEASANT TASK 


And it’s an unpleasant task for quarantine officials to walk onto a person’s 
lands or into his buildings and say, in effect, “You have a serious situation here ; 
we'll have to require that you do not move anything from this place until we 
permit you to do so.” 

The effect, immediate or long-run, on the owner involved in emergency quar- 
antine is one thing. What might happen to an entire industry—both within the 
State and as a result of bans which other States might impose—is another, and 
even bigger thing. And if human health is involved, that naturally must become 
the very first consideration. 

And in that paragraph above you have the primary considerations involved 
when word came on March 9 that ornithosis had been positively identified in two 
turkey flocks in Oregon, one on Sauvies Island and the other at Scappoose. 

You'll recall we gave a homemade definition of a quarantine as a device to 
put out a fire or keep it from spreading. 
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STATE OF OREGON 
Department of Agriculture 
Division of Animal Industry 


QUARANTINE 
STATE OF OREGON, 
County of 


(Name) (Address) 
Whereas, the animals described below, owned by you or in your possession, examined on 


have been exposed to or are affected with the communicable disease . 
therefore, pursuant to authority vested in me as an authorized representative of the State Department of 
Agriculture, Division of Animal Industry, by Section 32-309, O. C. L. A., and Section 32-409, O. C. L. A., 
and any amendments thereto, I hereby declare the following described animals and the natural increase 


thereof in quarantine to be confined a 


(Location of premises or enclosure) 


and not to be removed therefrom or allowed to mingle with or have access to anything in common with 
other animals or to sell, exchange or give to another person the milk or meat of said animals without the 
written permission of an authorized representative of the State Department of Agriculture. 


QUARANTINED ANIMALS 


Sex | Age Tag Tattoo or Brand 





AN EMERGENCY quarantine form used by the department’s division of animal industry in the occasional 
situation recounted in this article. 


FIRE ALARM 


Well, to carry the idea along, when Dr. K. J. Peterson, State veterinarian, 
received the laboratory reports March 9 that ornithosis was diagnosed in two 
turkey flocks here, it had just about the same effect in your State department of 
agriculture as a fire alarm. 

Almost simultaneously, these things happened in the department: 

(1) The two flocks were placed under emergency quarantine, which means 
the order was effective immediately. All turkeys alive and dead were required 
to remain on the premises, with dead birds to be buried 3 feet deep and covered 
with lime. About 12,000 hens, toms, and poults were involved. 

(2) All veterinarians in the State were informed that the disease had been 
diagnosed here, that humans were infected and that two persons who handled 
turkeys died; although not confirmed, the turkey disease was suspect as cause 
of the deaths. (The State board of health investigation of human illnesses and 
deaths first pointed the finger at turkeys as the possible cause. ) 


MORE ACTION 


(3) Tracers were started on poults and turkeys which had left the two ranches 
before the quarantine. 


(4) States into which Oregon poults and eggs were shipped were notified of 
the situation. 

(5) Department staff veterinarians were instructed to start checking every 
breeding flock in Oregon. Dr. A. G. Beagle, of the USDA Disease Eradication 
sranch, also assisted. (By April 5, all of the 80 breeding flocks in the State 
shipping to Washington and Utah had been examined with no sign of the disease 
in any flock other than the original two.) 

(6) Processing plants were notified. 

(7) Rending plants were asked to report any unusual poultry losses. 

(8) Contact was made with outstanding authorities in the United States to 
determine the best and most logical course to follow in handling the birds. Five 
other States had previous experience with the situation which had just hit Oregon. 
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TELEPHONES JAMMED 


For the next week, department telephone lines were jammed with calls, both 
outgoing and incoming. Turkey growers had questions; other officials in Oregon 
and elsewhere had questions and information; newspapermen called with perti- 
nent questions. Processing plants*°wanted information and so did feedmen and 
practicing veterinarians. Other States wanted to know this and that. M. ©. 
Knickerbocker, animal division chief, Dr. Peterson and Director Jim Short could 
not have been busier if they’d been on a_fire-fighting line. 

On March 12, the State of Washington notified the department it had placed 
an embargo on shipments from Oregon of turkeys, poults and eggs. (Hight days 
later this was modified to permit entry of these products if Oregon officials 
certified freedom from contact with the infected birds within the last 90 days.) 


UTAH REQUEST 


On March 29, Utah began requiring all poultry and egg purchasers in that State 
to obtain a health certificate for the originating Oregon flock. 

Washington’s action alarmed Canada and officials there frequently called Dr. 
Beagle, head of the Federal veterinarians in Oregon, to learn current conditions. 
As result of Dr. Beagile’s assurance that the matter was under control, no 
Canadian embargo was placed on Oregon shipments. 

Finally, things began to settle down. Dr. Peterson left for San Francisco, 


to attend a conference to formulate plans for control of ornithosis on a nation- 
wide basis. _ By a stroke of good fortune, Dr. C. D. Van Houweling, of the United 
States Department of Agriculture’s Agriculture Research Service, was in the 
West; he called the conference. Dr. Beagle also attended from Oregon. Repre- 
sentatives of the California Department of Agriculture and public health officials 
were there, too. 


DISEASE IS CURABLE 


This group drew up a control program to offer to all States. It is based on 
present knowledge which indicates that the disease is curable and birds properly 
treated with antibiotics are safe for human consumption. 

Dr. Peterson, grounded in the south for a day, flew back to Oregon just in time 
to present the uniform-control program to a called meeting March 22 of the 
department’s poultry disease advisory committee. Interested turkey growers, 
health officials, feed representatives, and others concerned attended. 

The Oregon industry leaders approved the program set up in San Francisco 
and the department immediately announced its adoption to handle the ornithosis 
situation here in Iregon. 

The control program involves (1) treatment procedures for infected breeder 
and market flocks and the handling of poults and eggs; (2) an exchange of 
pertinent information between the State board of health in Portland, the diag- 
nostic laboratory in Corvallis, the private practitioners over the State, and the 
State department of agriculture in Salem; and (8) prompt relay of information 
to the industry, allied industries and the public. 


FEATURES OF PROGRAM 


Under the control plan, market flocks must be treated with a tetracycline 
drug at rate of 400 grams per ton of feed for 2 weeks, then at 100 grams for 
2 more weeks. If no evidence of the disease is then found, birds may be moved 
to processing plants under veterinary inspection; plants must follow procedures 
approved by public health officials. 

Breeder flocks are treated the same as market birds. Bggs from such flocks 
can be hatched on the premises; or they may be hatched in outside hatcheries 
used for no other purpose, if disinfected in approved manner. Poults from eggs 
produced in infected flocks before or during antibiotic treatment must be returned 
to the original premise and kept under surveillance for 6 months. 

Poults hatched from eggs produced after antibiotic treatment may go any 
place in the State, there to be maintained also under surveillance for 6 months. 

All poults from infected flocks must be started on and fed a ration containing 
200 grams of tetracycline drug for 3 weeks. Poults from eggs of infected flocks 
prior to treatment can be held for breeding purposes only upon approval of the 
department. 
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CONTROLS FOLLOWED 


In line with the program outlined, on April 22 all birds in the two infected 
flocks were slaughtered. The department conducted ante mortem inspection 
of birds and released for slaughter only those fully recovered during the course 
of inspections. Our veterinarians condemned 84 toms and 535 hens as result 
of ante mortem and post mortem inspection procedures, and the State paid 
owners 80 percent of appraised value for all birds ordered destroyed. 

Some poults were hatched on the quarantined places and one owner hatched 
a setting at an unused hatchery near Junction City. These poults will be kept 
under State watch for 6 months. If at the end of that time no indication of 
disease appears, they will be retained for breeding purposes. 

So there you have operation quarantine, with special emphasis on use in 
emergency situations. 

And, somehow, what could have happened in the turkey incident—but didn’t— 
may remind you of dad’s yarn about Ol’ Jake fleeing from a fire with only a 
eake in his hands. 


The Cuarrman. Is Mr. Riley present? 
Mr. Rrrxy. Yes, sir. 
The Cuarrman. Will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AFL-CIO 


Mr. Ritey. I have a statement, Mr. Chairman. What is your 
pleasure ? 

The CuHarrman. Well, you may put it in the record and highlight 
it—just as you please. 

Mr. Ruey. All right; if it may be put into your record I would 
appreciate it, and I would like to make some informal remarks relat- 


ing to it. 

My name is George D. Riley and I am the legislative representative 
of the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organi- 
zations. 

Mr. Chairman, the statement was made yesterday that the industry 
represents many thousands of members, but the interest of the AFL— 
ClO primarily is the welfare of 15 million consumers. 

It was also stated that labor is opposed to small business. I do not 
know of anything that could be further from the true facts. I per- 
sonally am assigned the job of looking after the welfare of small busi- 
ness and to keep a rather close eye on the progress in that field. I 
do not know that we have ever had any preconceived notions on big 
business versus small business or vice versa; and therefore anything 
we say here certainly is not biased or prejudicial to the well-being of 
those engaged in small business. As a matter of fact, this Nation is 
made up of a lot of small businesses which some day may become big 
business. I do not think we are turning a hand to discourage bigness 
nor certainly to discourage smallness. 

It has been said, not this year, as far as I know, but last year, witness 
after witness came to the committee and said that legislation of the 
type such as contained in this S. 1128 would cost too much money. 

It was said that it might add perhaps 5 cents a head to this. Well, 
it seems to me that 5 cents or any other cents would be a small price 
to pay for just about a guilt-edge assurance that the consumer is about 
to get a break in this broad picture of American life. 
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In the memorandum which I heard Senator Humphrey read here 
awhile ago from someone in his State, I listened attentively and I 
failed to hear any mention of welfare of the consumer, it was strictly 
on the industry side. That has seemed to be the tenor of most of the 
witnesses I have heard this year and last year despite the fact that 
the initial hearing was held before the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee in the first instance, and they brought representatives of 
industry and they sat silently, even as stonemen, they did not raise a 
word of protest about things which had been said as being abuses in 
the trade. 

Mr. Chairman, that just about completes my statement. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Riley. Any questions? 

There being none, will Mr. Sullivan come forward ? 

(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. Riley is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEy, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO 


Of the several bills being considered by the committee, the AFL-CIO endorses 
S. 1128, as most nearly adequate in protecting the public health and the health of 
those employed in the industry. 

Poultry consumers, in our opinion, are entitled to and should be guaranteed safe 
food under a law which is without loopholes. We find no loopholes in 8S. 1128. 
For this reason, as stated, we join others in endorsing this measure. 

It is not enough that the industry do a policing job of itself, even if all segments 
of the industry deem themselves financially able to pay for that job. There have 
been witnesses who have said the job of inspecting ante mortem and post 
mortem would be beyond their ability to pay. 

Our own conclusion is that it is the Government’s responsibility to assure the 
safety and well-being of its citizens and with no calculated risks. 

As the largest grouping of consumers, we will repose our faith in any agency 
not dominated by the industry if that agency is fully empowered to do the job all 
the way. 

It has been testified by the Food and Drug Administration that ante mortem 
inspection is essential if we are to have a meaningful act. This, followed by 
post mortem inspection completes the necessary stages. This is our conclusion. 

No substitute proposals which are weaker in any manner than red-meat inspec- 
tion are useful. At the same time, we cannot agree to any language here which 
later could be adopted and made to apply in undermining red-meat inspection. 

The latter operation today is a built-in feature of American culinary art. 
While we set forth our position here, we also are speaking for complete reten- 
tion of the trustworthy enforcement in the red-meat field. 

Public-health experts, believe ante mortem inspection is essential to protect 
consumer interests. Respiratory diseases which are difficult to detect after 
slaughter may be easily identified in the live bird. 

Mandatory ante mortem inspection is also a major protection for poultry 
workers against industrial hazards. Any diseased birds which are prevented 
from coming on the processing line obviously cannot infect the workers. The 
dread danger of psittacosis, which hit 133 persons, killing 3, in 3 epidemics dur- 
ing 1956, could be minimized through use of ante mortem inspection. 

A post mortem inspection of the carcass of every bird is an absolutely essential 
protection for consumers. Although the voluntary poultry-inspection program 
now carried on by the Department of Agriculture is lacking in many respects, it 
does require a post mortem inspection which is carcass by carcass. 

Under the heading of “Designated areas,” care must be taken that local or 
State inspection programs which are equal or superior to those of the Federal 
Government will not be wiped out to the detriment of all. In other words, where 
the State or local agencies are doing a good job of inspection in intrastate com- 
merce, their jurisdiction continues to be preserved. 

The Humphrey bill does this. It provides that when a city or State has an 
inspection program of equal or higher standards than the Federal one, that city 
or State cannot become a designated area. 

We commend the sponsors of 8. 1128 for use of forthright language. There 
is no overuse or even use of the word “knowingly” under the section titled “Pro- 
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hibited Acts” which would throw added burden and expense of prosecutions upon 
the Government. 

Who under this act would not “knowingly” forge an official inspection certifi- 
cate, if he does so commit such act? 

The word “knowingly” deprives such bills of the very same confidence the 
legislation is presupposed to contain. The word can only serve to tempt viola- 
tions in the belief that a cloak of innocence or ignorance will provide a good 
defense. 


We cannot endorse anything short of the real thing in the law and all-out 
enforcement. 


As consumers, we are entitled to the best in exchange for money tendered in 
good faith across the poultry counter. 


STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY E. SULLIVAN, ASSOCIATION OF FOOD AND 
DRUG OFFICIALS OF THE UNITED STATES, INDIANAPOLIS, IND. 


Mr. Suuiivan. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which 
I would like to submit for the record and then I can highlight it. 

The Cuarrman, I will appreciate it. We are running short of time. 

Mr. Suxiivan. But I do have 1 or 2 thoughts that I would like to ex- 
press, since I have come about a thousand miles. 

The Cuarrman. That is all right and you are given that opportunity 
to make your presentation. 

Mr. Sutzivan. My name is Timothy E. Sullivan. I am the di- 
rector of the division of food and drugs of the Indiana State Board 
of Health. That division is responsible for administering the State 
food, drug, and cosmetic act and sanitation laws within the State of 
Indiana. I have been there for about 25 years and have been di- 
rector of that division for the last 9 years. 

I am also a member of the public health-poultry industry liaison 
committee which participated in drafting a model poultry sanitation 
and inspection for saline ordinance for the United States 
Public Health Service. I am a member of the American Public 
Health Association, the International Association of Milk and Food 
Sanitarians, and am a past president of the Association of Food and 
Drug Officials of the United States. I am appearing before this 
committee as the representative of the latter organization. 

I have not been to any previous hearing, so I do not know whether 
this was mentioned or not. That is a national organization and it 
has membership among the regulatory officials at the Federal, State, 
and municipal levels who are engaged in administering food and drug 
sanitation laws and regulations. Atthe State level, about half of these 
officials operate under the jurisdiction of State health departments. 
The balance are located in State departments of agriculture. At the 
municipal level, practically all regulatory work in the sanitation and 
food and drug Geld is carried out by local health agencies. The prime 
rene of State and local regulatory agencies of this nature 
is that of protecting the health and welfare of the consuming public 
in their respective jurisdictions, by preventing the manufacture, pro- 
cessing, distribution, or sale of adulterated or misbranded foods, drugs 
and cosmetics. 

One of the principal problems in this field is that of preventing the 
slaughter of diseased or otherwise unwholesome poultry and that of 
securing adequate sanitation in poultry processing plants. Because 
of the nature of the operation—the removal of feathers, the vis- 
ceration of carcasses, for example—adequate sanitary conditions are 
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difficult to obtain and maintain. Even when adequate, properly con- 
structed equipment is provided, unless good housekeeping practices 
are maintained, the equipment becomes contaminated with fecal 
material and other filth as a result of the poultry-dressing operation. 
In addition, it is difficult to prevent unfit poultry from being slaugh- 
tered unless close supervision is maintained over the establishment. 
State and local regulatory agencies are forcibly reminded of this 
problem when they are called upon to investigate outbreaks of ill- 
nesses which are traceable to poultry and poultry products. I have 
investigated many of those myself. In our own State, we find that some 
of these outbreaks are caused by contamination of poultry after it leaves 
the processing establishment, but many of them are traceable to in- 
sanitary conditions in the processing plant or improper handling after 
dressing. Reports of the United States Public Health Service indi- 
eate strongly that contaminated poultry and poultry products are the 
cause of many food poisoning outbreaks throughout the Nation. 

Many local communities have adopted ordinances or regulations 
for the protection of poultry consumers in their respective jurisdic- 
tions. Many others are contemplating such action. Because of the 
need and desirability for uniformity of such ordinances and regula- 
tions, the United States Public Health Service undertook the task 
of drafting a model ordinance which it would recommend to various 
communities and States for their adoption and enforcement. 

In order to provide an ordinance which would be effective in pro- 
tecting the public health and welfare and at the same time be ad- 
ministratively enforceable insofar as the poultry industry was con- 
cerned, a committee of 7 representatives of the poultry industry and 
7 from various public-health agencies was formed. This committee 
became known as the public health-poultry industry lhaison committee. 
The deliberations of this committee over a 4-year period resulted in 
the drafting of a recommended poultry ordinance dealing with 
poultry-plant sanitation which was published and distributed by the 
United States Public Health Service in 1955, and in the completion 
of a recommended ordinance which combines poultry-plant sanitation 
and inspection for wholesomeness, during the latter part of 1956. 
This latter ordinance has been submitted to the United States Public 
Health Service for its consideration, but has not yet been distributed. 
In our opinion, these ordinances embody the basic principles which 
should be included in any poultry regulatory program if it is to be 
effective in protecting the health and welfare of the consumer. 

I have a copy. It is kind of dog-eared now, but this is what I 
am speaking of. This is the final ordinance. This combines poultry 
sanitation and inspection for wholesomeness, so it covers the same 
field which we are talking about here in Federal legislation. 

During the past several years, newly devised mass methods of 
production, processing, and distribution of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts have resulted in an enormous increase in this industry. Whereas 
10 or 15 years ago, most of the poultry was consumed within the 
immediate area of its production, today a great portion is shipped 
to distant markets for consumption. In addition, many new forms 
of poultry dishes have reached the market, including cut-up and 
ready-to-cook products, frozen, precooked poultry dishes, and heut- 
and-eat items containing poultry and poultry products. 
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This widespread distribution is posing another problem to State 
and local regulatory agencies since they have no way of knowing the 
sanitary conditions under which such poultry was produced, or the 
wholesomeness of the birds themselves. Therefore, even if every State 
and municipality were to adopt an effective ordinance, this ordinance, 
for example, for the protection of its own people, they would have no 
way of knowing the conditions under which poultry imported into 
the State or community was prepared or the condition of the birds at 
the time of slaughter. It is for this reason that the Association of 
Food and Drug Officials of the United States and its membership feel 
that effective, mandatory Federal legislation is necessary. 

The CuHarrman. When you say “ordinance,” you mean an ordinance 
published by the United States Department of Public Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare of 1956 under the Public Health Service? 

Mr. Suturvan. That is right. 

The CHarrman. I just wanted it identified. 

Mr. Sutrrvan. It has not been distributed, however. 

The CHatrman. I know; but that is what you mean by the word 
“ordinance” ? 

Mr. Suuzivan. Yes; that is right. 

The Cuatrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Suuurvan. It feels, also, that such legislation should embody 
the principles of public-health protection utilized by States and local 
government in their own respective programs and that the adminis- 
tration of any Federal law dealing with public health and welfare 
should be administered by an egenecy of the Federal Government 
whose primary purpose is protecting the consumer. To that end, the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials at its last annual meeting held 
on May 7, 1956, in New York City, adopted the followimg two reso- 
lutions, copies of which are attached. 

These resultions refer to two bills introduced into the 84th Congress, 
2d session—S. 3176, otherwise known as the Murray bill, and S. 3588, 
otherwise known as the Aiken bill. Neither of these bills are before 
this committee. However, the membership of the Association of 
Food and Drug Offcials of the United States has studied the contents 
of S. 1128, introduced by Senator Humphrey during the current ses- 
sion and which is before this committee, and feel that this bill incor- 
porates most of the factors deemed necessary for adequate and effective 
protection of public health. This decision is based on the following 
considerations : 

1. It is felt that mandatory, adequate, ante mortem inspection is a 
necessary part of inspection of poultry for wholesomeness. 

As a matter of fact, all of the poultry representatives on this liaison 
committee agreed that was the case during their deliberations. 

The CHarrmMan. But all three bills provide that. One makes it 
mandatory and the others not. 

Mr. Sutiivan. Yes; I heard the discussion this morning. 

The Cratrman. I really believe that makes little difference because 
I think the Department of Agriculture will no doubt exercise the 
privilege or prerogative given to it in these bills. 

Mr. Sutiivan. May I say that I have many good friends in the 
Department of Agriculture, including Mr. Miller and all of the rest of 
them, and I think that the difference of opinion arises from this fact, 
that the Production and Marketing Administration is in the market- 
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ing agency and they have to tailor their program so as to make it 
attractive to the fellow who is going to buy it, which is the poultry 
industry, or otherwise the poultry industry will not buy it and so, 
as a consequence, I think many of the things that they would like to do, 
for example, ante mortem inspection and more complete plant sanita- 
tion and other things, they cannot do because those necessarily would 
make their program less attractive. 

Senator Wiu1ams. Would you say that is due to the fact that it is 
a voluntary program and when you make it mandatory you will 
have more authority; that is, if this bill is passed ? 

Mr. Sutiivan. That is the one where it says that he “shall,” and then 
it is mandatory. 

Senator Wixti1aMs. Yes; but when you have it mandatory, where the 
plant must be inspected regardless, the Secretary can still use ante 
mortem ? 

Mr. Sutiivan. That is right. 

Senator Witu1ams- And it would make a great difference, would it 
not? In other words, if the administration of the Food and Drug 
Administration were strictly on a voluntary basis and not mandatory 
inspection ; would you not have similar trouble ? 

Mr. Sutuivan. That is right, in the food and drug law it is “shall 
do this and shall do that,” so it sets up a criteria which is not mis- 
understood. 

Senator Witz1ams. That is, if you did leave in the word “may” 
you would still have a job to do? 

Mr. Sutiivan. You could put 

Senator Witi1aMs. Whereas you could not do it if it was on a volun- 
tary basis and anybody could tell the inspectors to get out. 

Mr. Sutiivan. Frankly, Senator, the reason we are so hesitant 
about the word “may” being included is this, that if this were placed 
in a marketing agency which has for its reason for being the enhance- 
ment of the position of the producer of the poultry, then there is con- 
flict of interest which would le-d it away in favor of the industry 
rather than in favor of the consumer. 

Senator Wituiams. You would trust the word “may” in the Food 
and Drug Administration ; but you do not trust it for the Department 
of Agriculture? 

Mr. Suttivan. I would trust the word “may” for meat inspection. 

Senator Wit1ams. But you would not trust the Department of 
Agriculture—— 

Mr. Suttivan. I do not question that, it is not a question of dis- 
trust, it is a question of conflict of interest. 

Senator WiitraMs. Well, some of the poultry people appear to feel 
that there is a conflict of interest in red-meat inspection. They feel 
that they may be more interested in other types of livestock than 
poultry, and what the committee is faced with—we have to have some 
avenue where all can agree. 

Mr. Sutiivan. I would agree, Senator, it would be pretty difficult 
for red-meat and poultry inspection to be carried out in the same office 
and the same plants; it 1s pretty hard for the same fellow to wear two 
hats, I would think. 

However, I would think that if the administrative direction were 
under the Agricultural Research Service, in a specialized division set 
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up under that, the confidence of the poultry consumer would be 
enhanced. 

Senator Wmu1ams. Who has the final say or authority in the red- 
meat inspection in the Department of Agriculture, the Secretary ? 

Mr. Suttivan. No—oh, yes; the whole Department operates under 
the supervision of the Secretary ; that is right. 

Senator Wiu1ams. And it isin the same Department of Agriculture 
in both instances. 

Mr. Suttivan. I did not say it had any distrust at all 

Senator Witu1aMs. We all get back to the same authority, the same 
executive officer ; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Sutiivan. Maybe I am not making myself clear. 

The Cuarrman. As reported by about seven witnesses yesterday and 
today, the poultry industry has increased in such proportions in the 
last few years that the chances are that you are going to have a separate 
division. 

Mr. Sutiivan. And I think that would be very good. 

The Cuatrman. It probably will happen, and that is why we want 
to make a start. I would not quibble over the word “may” or the 
word “shall.” 

Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Suuuivan. 1. It is felt that mandatory, adequate, ante mortem 
inspection is a necessary part of inspection of poultry for wholesome- 
ness. This provision is included in the United States Public Health 
Service recommended ordinance previously referred to and is also 
provided for in S. 1128. 

2. Since poultry inspection is primarily for the purpose of protect- 
ing public health and welfare, any law mandating such inspection 
should be administered by a consumer protective agency rather than a 
marketing agency. While we would have preferred to see a law which 
would integrate poultry inspection with present red-meat inspection, 
S. 1128 does require that the inspection activities be carried out by the 
Agricultural Research Service which is the agency now administering 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act of 1907, as amended. This, we hope, 
will accomplish the purpose of preventing a conflict of interests which 
would arise if a mandatory poultry inspection law were administered 
by a marketing agency. 

3. The provision for designating a “city or area” in which all poul- 
try, regardless of its inter- or intra-state nature, would come under 
the provisions of a Federal law is unsatisfactory to many of our mem- 
bers. In addition to its questionable constitutionality—that is not 
my words but words given me by some of our members (since it in- 
vades the field of intrastate commerce), the inclusion of such a pro- 
vision could disorganize or duplicate effective local poultry-inspection 
programs administered by local authorities. The provision for desig- 
nating a city or area in previous bills was left to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture who could issue a designation without con- 
sidering local programs then in effect, if he so desired. S. 1128 also 
provides for designated “city or area” but requires that a request for 
such designation originate with local officials, or approved by local 
officials. While our membership still feels that such a designation is 
undesirable, the fact that the designation can be made only as a result 
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of a petition for local governing officials removes much of the 
objections. 

4. Previous legislation provided that a violator could be convicted 
only if he “knowingly” violated the law. In our opinion, this would 
render the law administratively unenforceable since it would be nec- 
essary to prove in court that the violation was committed “knowingly.” 
S. 1128 does not contain the word “knowingly” in the penalty section. 

5. Finally, we believe that S. 1128 will provide harmony between 
Federal poultry legislation and the United States Public Health Serv- 
ice recommended ordinance and code as presently drafted and sub- 
mitted to the United States Public Health Service for its considera- 
tion. We feel that this is important since any Federal law will gov- 
ern only a portion of poultry processed for human consumption. The 
balance must be supervised or regulated by States and local commu- 
nities. Those communities should be assured that interstate poultry 
offered in their respective localities have met substantially the same 
requirements as those required of local products. 

The Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States 
appreciates the courtesies you have extended and the opportunity you 
have provided us to express our views on this important legislation. 
We hope this committee and the Congress will give serious considera- 
tion to the basic principles involved—that is, that the ultimate objec- 
tive is to protect the health and welfare of the consuming public by 
providing it with poultry and poultry products derived from healthy, 
wholesome birds, processed under optimum sanitary conditions and 
properly labeled so as to prevent fraud or deception. 

Thank you. 

I will be glad to answer any questions there may be. 

The Carman. Weare indebted to you, Doctor. 

Senator Humeureyr. One question. In your study of this legisla- 
tion do you feel S. 1128 would threaten the financial security or the 
economic stability of the poultry industry ? 

Mr. Sutiivan. No, sir: no, sir. 

Senator Humenrey. Do you think it would be helpful ? 

Mr. Sutxivan. I believe so because under the present food and drug 
laws the industries regulated have prospered greatly in the past 30 or 
40 years. 

You were not present when I mentioned this poultry ordinance. 

Senator Humpurey. I think you alluded to it in your statement. 

Mr. Suturvan. That is right. There are 7 members from the poul- 
try industry and 7 members from Public Health who worked together 
on this, and all the provisions were agreeable to everybody there. 

The Cuarrman. [ think you also stated you preferred the bill intro- 
duced by Senator Humphrey, S. 1128. 

Mr. Sutitvan. Yes. sir. 

The Cuatrman. You did not consult with him in the drafting of 
this bill, did you? 

Mr. Sutiivan. No, sir; I have never seen him. 

The Cxatrman. All right, sir, very good. 

Senator Humrenrey. Thank you for your help, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cratrman. Next is Dr. Haskin. Would you give your name 
and identify yourself for the record and précuul't 
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STATEMENT OF DR. AARON H. HASKIN, CITY HEALTH OFFICER, 
NEWARK, N. J. 


Dr. Haskin. I am Dr. Aaron H. Haskin, health officer of Newark, 
N. J. 
The Cuatrman. You have a prepared statement? 

Dr. Hasxrn. I have a prepared statement but I just want to bring 
2 or 8 points up. 

The Cuarmman. All right, sir. Your complete statement will ap- 
pear in the record. 

Dr. Haskin. We are particularly concerned from a local point of 
view as far as enforcement is concerned and our experience in that 
respect—of course, ante mortem examination has been well covered by 
the previous witnesses and I do not think more need be said except that 
we are heartily in favor of ante mortem inspection from a local health 
point of view. 

However, and again, there is another subject, namely, the word 
“knowingly” that we were interested in but which has been covered. 

The Cuatmrman. That has been covered. 

Dr. Hasxry. That has been covered but from the local health point 
of view that word would make it absolutely impossible to enforce 
any poultry health code that has that word in it. 

fowever, there are two points of interest. One is the designation 
and the identification of the inspector, and the Aiken-Talmadge bill 
identifies him as any person authorized by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, it may not be a Government employee, it may be an employee 
of the plant itself. Our experience in that respect has been a very 
sad one because we have a poultry code in the city of Newark and 
there was a plant in New Jersey that had just such a situation where 
the owner was the inspector appointed for that service and we found 
that that plant was so bad that we had to exclude all the poultry it 
produced. 

The Cuatrman. Who appointed him? 

Dr. Hasxrn. The Agriculture Department. 

The Cuarrman. Is that all on the voluntary basis? 

Dr. Hasxr1n. That is right. Now, the general attitude where you 
do not identify the inspector very definitely will permit that system 
to get into it and therefore I heartily and highly recommend that 
the Humphrey bill which identifies the inspector very clearly as the 
more desirable of the three. 

With respect to designation of cities, we are involved in it because 
we have a poultry code, again here the Humphrey bill is more advis- 
able because it gives the opportunity for a city or a State, if it has a 
program equal to or with as high standards or higher standards than 
the Federal Government, that they should not be a designated area. 

The other particular problem we are interested in from a local 
health point of view is that the Aiken-Talmadge bills do not specify 
which agency would be responsible for the inspection work. 

On the other hand, the Humphrey bill specifically delegates to the 
Agricultural Research Service the poultry-inspection work. From 
our experience in poultry inspection and meat inspection we found 
that the most desirable agencies who have the greatest consumer health 
interest in mind are the Federal Food and Drug Administration and 
the Agricultural Research Service runs their meat inspection branch. 
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The latter has done an excellent job and we recommend that the 
Humphrey bill is more desirable, in picking 1 of the 2 agencies, name- 
ly, the Agricultural Research Service for that inspection work. 

There is another problem and that is the problem of holding dressed 
but uneviscerated carcasses for later evisceration which I think is 
the most unsanitary or most objectionable of the practices existing 
in the poultry industry. 

The Aiken and Talmadge bills would allow these practices to con- 
tinue while the Humphrey bill, however, would prohibit it, prohibit 
the shipment of uneviscerated carcasses in domestic interstate com- 
merce, 

Of course we, from a local point of view, are very much desirous 
that labeling be very specific and the Aiken and Talmadge bills would 
allow the Secretary to grant exemption from labeling requirements. 

In conclusion I would state that the Humphrey bill contains all of 
the constructive provisions of the Aiken and Talmade bills and in 
addition it closes the loopholes which would prove detrimental to all 
whose best interests depend upon an effective poultry-inspection 
program, namely, the poultry consumers, the poultry workers, the 
poultry processors, and the poultry farmers. Local health depart- 
ments are concerned that poultry inspection be done so that enforce- 
ment programs be not handicapped by loopholes forcing them to 
come back time and time again for changes in the law because of 
loopholes placed in the original act. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Doctor. Your entire statement will 
be put in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Dr. AARON H. HASKIN, HEALTH OFFICER, NEWARK, N. J. 


The three bills reviewed are S. 313, known as the Aiken bill; S. 645, or the 
Talmadge bill; and S. 1128, the Humphrey bill. It is my considered opinion 
that while these three bills all profess that poultry inspection for the protection 
of the consumer is an admirable and advisable step, I feel that S. 1128, the bill 
sponsored by Senator Humphrey, of Minnesota, is a measure which will truly 
protect the poultry consumer, the poultry worker, the poultry-processing indus- 
try, and the poultry farmers. It helps all four groups. 

The Talmadge bill (S. 645) is, in my opinion, the least effective of the three 
measures. I doubt that it actually provides mandatory poultry inspection. 
Similarly, the Aiken bill has so many loopholes and, necessarily, would rob a 
poultry-inspection program of effectiveness and integrity. In fact, it is perfectly 
possible that some of the sections of both the Talmadge and Aiken bills could 
be used in the future as precedents to weaken both the Meat Inspection Act 
and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. In fact, under the Aiken bill 
and the Talmadge bill, the inspections could be carried out by plant employees 
in their employer’s processing establishments. Ante mortem inspection which 
all health authorities including the Food and Drug Administration consider 
essential for the protection of consumers and poultry workers is not required. 
In fact, the Talmadge bill does not specify the type of ante mortem inspection. 
An ante mortem inspection of the carcass of every bird is an absolutely essential 
protection for consumers. An ante mortem inspection which, as I said before, 
is not required by the Aiken and Talmadge bills is a very important function in 
the determination of healthy poultry. The Humphrey bill does require this 
ante mortem inspection. However, the manner of ante mortem inspection is left 
by the Humphrey bill to the discretion of the Secretary. In other words, before 
slaughter, inspection is mandatory under the Humphrey bill but it need not be 
bird-by-bird inspection. It can be an examination by flock, coop, and batch or 
in any way the Secretary of Agriculture will later prescribe. 

Public-health experts have always believed that ante mortem inspection is 
essential to protect the consumers. Respiratory diseases which are difficult to 
detect after slaughter may be easily identified in the live bird. Mandatory ante 
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mortem inspection is also a protection for the poultry workers against industrial 
hazards. Obviously, any diseased birds which are prevented from reaching the 
processing line cannot infect the workers. Such a disease as psittacosis could 
be minimized through proper ante mortem inspection. 

As regards post mortem inspection, the Talmadge bill does not specify the 
type of post mortem or afterslaughter inspection. The Humphrey bill and the 
Aiken bill agree in providing for carcass-by-carcass inspection. A post mortem 
inspection of the carcass of every bird is an absolutely essential protection for 
consumers. Although the voluntary poultry-inspection program now carried 
on by the Department of Agriculture is lacking in many respects, it does require 
a post mortem inspection which is carcass by carcass. 

In the case of prohibited acts, both the Aiken and the Talmadge bills make 
these measures extremely difficult if not impossible to enforce. These sections 
repeatedly state that a violator must knowingly commit the illegal acts before 
he can be punished. This means that the intention of violation as well as the 
violation itself must be proved. The Humphrey bill closes this loophole. Yet 
the Humphrey bill still prevents any unfair or unwise arrangement. Like 
the Aiken and Talmadge bills, it gives the Secretary of Agriculture the dis- 
cretion not to report for criminal prosecutions or for institution of injunction 
proceedings minor violations when the Secretary believes that the public interest 
will be served and compliance may be obtained by other means. The word 
“knowingly” is not contained in either the Meat Inspection Act or in the Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetie Act. In fact, if it is incorporated in a poultry-inspection 
law, it would set a very dangerous precedent for possible weakening of these 
two laws as well. 

Another serious defect in the Aiken and Talmadge bills is the identification 
of inspectors simply as any person authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to inspect poultry or poultry products under the authority of this act. This 
particular provision seriously endangers the integrity of the program since 
it would permit, for example, the use of a company’s employees to inspect the 
firm’s poultry. The city of Newark has had a particularly unfortunate expe- 
rience in just such a case. There is a plant in New Jersey, under supervision 
of the Agricultural Marketing Service, which was inspected by the meat division 
of the Newark Department of Health and found to be in a very unsatisfactory 
and unsanitary condition and the processing of poultry also unsatisfactory 
that it had to be disproved for sale of poultry in the city of Newark. We also 
informed the Agricultural Marketing Service of the situation. Now in this 
case, the Agricultural Marketing Service appointed one of the owners of the 
plant as the approved sanitarian for the establishment. Obviously, such a 
situation with a conflict of interests could only cause an extreme dissservice 
not only to the consumer public but a disservice to the industry itself in casting 
reflection on the whole program. The Humphrey bill, on the other hand, would 
void such dangers by stating that all inspectors must be employees of the 
Federal Government. Thus the inspector would be responsible to the Secretary 
of Agriculture and there would be no chance for a conflict of interests. 

All three bills contain a provision that the Secretary of Agriculture may, 
after hearings, designate certain cities and areas of intrastate commerce which 
have such a large volume of poultry business as to affect interstate com- 
merce. After designation, these cities and areas are brought under the scope 
of the act. While this is admirable because it extends the protection of the 
poultry-inspection law to many more consumers, poultry workers, poultry farm- 
ers, and poultry processors, care must be taken that local or State inspection 
programs, which are equal or superior to those of the Federal Government, would 
not be wiped out to the detriment of all. The Humphrey bill does just this. 
It provides that when a city or State has an inspection program of equal or 
higher standards than the Federal Government, that city or State cannot become 
a designated area. 

The Aiken and Talmadge bills do not specify which agency in the Department 
of Agriculture would be responsible for the inspection work. The Humphrey 
bill specifically delegates to the Agricultural Research Service the poultry in- 
spection work. From our experience in poultry inspection and meat inspection 
in the city of Newark, we found that the most desirable agencies who have the 
greatest consumer health interest are the Federal Food and Drug Administration 
and the Agricultural Research Service, through their Meat Inspection Branch. 
The latter has done an excellent job in protecting the public against undesirable 
meat for the past 50 years. In our experience, the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, while having done admirable work in promoting the sale of agricultural 
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products, has often done an unsatisfactory job in protecting the consumers with 
its voluntary inspection program. 

The practices used, in holding dressed but uneviscerated poultry carcasses for 
later evisceration, are among the most insanitary and most objectionable practices 
existing in the poultry industry. The Aiken and Talmadge bills would allow these 
practices to continue, the Humphrey bill, however, would prohibit the shipment 
of uneviscerated carcasses in domestic commerce. In the definition of unwhole- 
some, the Aiken and Talmadge bills can be interpreted to excuse any filthy con- 
ditions during the processing through the point of evisceration. The Humphrey 
bill prevents this practice. 


In reference to labeling, the Aiken and Talmadge bills would allow the Secre- 
tary to grant any exemption from labeling requirements. The Humphrey bill 
contains no such loophole. The public today depends upon factual and informsa- 
tive labeling of food products. Exemptions would only confuse the housewife 
and make difficult the task of State and local regulatory officials. 

In conclusion, I would state that the Humphrey bill contains all the constructive 
provisions of the Aiken and Talmadge bills. In addition, it closes the loopholes 
which would prove deterimental to all whose best interests depend upon an 
effective poultry inspection program, namely, the poultry consumers, the poultry 
workers, the poultry processors, and the poultry farmers. Local health depart- 
ments are concerned that poultry inspection be done so that enforcement programs 
be not handicapped by loopholes forcing them to come back time and time again 
for changes in the law because of loopholes placed in the original act. 

Senator Humpurey. Would it be possible for the poultry ordinance 
or recommendation to be made part of the record ? 

The CHarrMan. It will be filed for the committee’s consideration. 
I identified it. ii Peis 

Senator Humenrey. Thank you. You did identify it? 

The Cuarrman. I did, sir. 

(The document referred to will be found in the committee files. ) 

The Cuarrman. Next is Mr. Finney. 

Will you step forward, please ? 


STATEMENT OF GERALD D. FINNEY, GENERAL ATTORNEY, 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Finney. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gerald D. Finney. I am 
a general attorney for the Association of American Railroads and I 
appear here on behalf of the association. The association is a volun- 
tary association which includes in its membership railroad companies 
representing over 95 percent of the class I railroad mileage in the 
country and having more than 95 percent of the class I railroad 
revenues. I shall only take a few moments of your time. 

The bills on which these hearings are being held are S. 313, S. 645 
and S. 1128. We have no comments to make regarding the merits of 
any of these bills, but are concerned only with the fact that under the 
provisions of S. 1128 as written, railroad companies might be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and subject to fine for what would be the illegal acts 
of others over which the railroads would have no control and of 
which illegal acts the railroads would have no knowledge. Not only 
would they have no knowledge of such illegal activities, but there 
would be no way in which they could reasonably be expected to have 
obtained such knowledge. Their guilt under the bill comes about by 
reason of the provisions in sections 8 and 12 of S. 1128. Section 
8 (a) would prohibit the transportation or delivery or receiving for 
transportation of any poultry products unless such poultry products 
have been inspected for wholesomeness and unless the shipping con- 
tainer and the individual consumer package are marked in accordance 
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with the proposed act. Section 12 of S. 1128 sets forth the penalties 
for engaging in such prohibited acts. 

In the normal situation involving carload shipments of slaughtered 
poultry or poultry products via a railroad, the transportation will be 
in refrigerator cars that the railroad will have spotted on the shipper’s 
siding and will have received back from the shipper only after the 
cars have been loaded, closed and sealed. The railroad company, of 
course, will have had no first-hand knowledge of whether the poultry 
or poultry products contained in the cars delivered to it for movement 
have or have not been inspected and marked in accordance with the 
proposed statute. The only way in which a railroad company can 
have such knowledge first-hand would be to assign one or more of its 
employees to check what goes into each car as it is loaded. Such 
a requirement would be wholly impractical, wasteful and unfair. The 
basic offenders under the proposed law would appear to be those oper- 
ating the poultry — establishments where the inspection 
should take place. The sellers of such products would be in a position 
similar to that of the processors because they should know whether 
the poultry that they were selling had been inspected and marked. 
The transportation carrier would probably normally not have such 
a relationship with the transaction and certainly that would be’so in 
the case of the common carrier railroad comapny. 

In view of this situation, it seems to us that it is entirely appro- 
priate that S. 1128 amended so as to include a provision exemption 
carriers from the penalties of the proposed act, other than those pen- 
alties provided for failure to maintain the records set forth in section 
10 of the bill. There is precedent for the provision of such an exemp- 
tion. In the 2d session of the 84th Congress this committee favorably 
reported S. 4243, a bill to provide for the compulsory inspection by 
the United States Department of Agriculture of poultry and poultry 
products and one similar to the three bills here pending, Section 9 
of that bill referred to the same prohibited acts which I mentioned as 
set forth in section 8 of S. 1128. Section 13 of S. 4243 provided the 
penalties for the violation of a number of sections of that bill, among 
them section 9. However, section 13 of the reported bill contained the 
following proviso : 


Provided, That no carrier shall be subject to the penalties of this act, other 
than the penalties for violation of section 11— 


and I will interject there to say that that was the keeping of records 
section— 


by reason of his receipt, carriage, holding, or delivery, in the usual course of 
business as a carrier, of slaughtered poultry or poultry products, owned by 
another person unless the carrier has knowledge, or is in possession of facts 
which would cause a reasonable person to believe that such slaughtered poultry 
or poultry products were not inspected or marked in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this act or were not otherwise eligible for transportation under this 
act. 

In addition both of the other two bills here under consideration, 
S. 313 and S. 645, contain the exemption in which the railroads are 
interested. That exemption is found in the proviso section 13 of 
S. 313 and in subparagraph (b) of section 13 of S. 645. 

In conclusion, we respectfully submit that because of the unliklihood 
that a railroad would have any knowledge that the poultry or poultry 
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products it was transporting were being shipped in violation of the 
law, such transaction should be exempt from the operation of the law. 
This could be done by inserting the proviso to which I have referred 
at the end of the first sentence in section 13 of S. 1128. Of course, in 
view of the fact that it is section 10 of S. 1128 that relates to the keep- 
ing of records, reference in the proviso should be made to “section 10” 
rather than to “section 11.” Inclusion of the proviso would not 
alter the bill’s requirement that the railroads maintain certain records 
and grant access to such records to representatives of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

‘The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Finney, for bringing this to our 
attention. 

Mr. Finney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpenrey. And I want to thank you very much, too. 

The Cuatrman. Next is Dr. Max Hibbard. Will you come forward, 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF DR. MAX HIBBARD, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
CONFERENCE OF PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, RICHMOND, 
VA. 


The Cuatrman. Do you have a prepared statement? 

Dr. Hresarp. I have a prepared statement. In the interest of 
saving time, I will hit the highlights. 

The Cuairman. All right, if your highlights will not take longer 
than reading it, proceed. 

Dr. Hiesarp. I hope not. I am Dr. Max Hibbard, State public 
health veterinarian with the Virginia State Department of Health, 
representing the Conference of Public Health Veterinarians as a 
member of that organization’s legislative committee. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians is an organization 
of Federal, State, and local health and agricultural agency veter- 
inarians, in company with the veterinary disciplines of the military 
services, national and international health organizations, educational 
institutions and livestock disease-control agencies. It was founded 
to provide leadership in promoting the quality and effectiveness of 
veterinary public health activities conducted by official and non- 
official agencies and organizations. 

Just very briefly, the organization does support Senator Hum- 
phrey’s bill, S. 1128. We are also very much in favor of an ante 
mortem inspection. We believe, too, that the so-called New York 
dressed or the delayed evisceration of poultry should be prohibited. 

We are all very much opposed to the Federal agency administering 
this bill, being able to come into the interstate commerce without the 
consent of the local governing body. We believe it would be detri- 
mental to the smaller poultry producer in the intrastate business. 

Outside of that, I think that these items that we have set out in this 
statement more or less has come up before, and with that I will 
conclude, and I thank you very much. 

The CuHatrman. Thank you. Any questions. 

Senator Humpurey. I do have a question. How many members 
do you have in that Conference of Public Health Veterinarians? 

Dr. Hisparp. I cannot say offhand. 
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Senator Humpurey. You do represent all jurisdictions of the 
Government ? 


Dr. Hieparp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, how many would you imagine or guess? 

Dr. Hisparp. I would imagine possibly two or three hundred; 
something like that. 

The Cuairman, Somebody back there says a little over 300. 

Senator Humpsrey. And what is it, what is their work? 

Dr. Hissarp. They are, of course, in the general public health 
veterinarian work. ‘They work with the military and they work with 
the various agricultural agencies and educational institutions, and 
in all kinds and aspects of the veterinarian public health, I under- 
stand. 

Senator Humpurey. You feel very strongly about this area of ad- 
ministration of the “designated area” provision ? 

Dr. Hisparp. Yes, I do. 

Senator Humpuerey. Is it not rather peculiar that the National 
Turkey Federation would not look into that, with the number of 
small producers they are concerned about? 

Dr. Hipparp. | think so. 

Senator Humreurey. I think so, too. 

The Carman. If there are no other questions, we thank you, Dr. 
Hibbard. Your entire statement will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE CONFERENCE OF PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS 


The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians is an organization of Federal, 
State, and local health and agricultural agency veterinarians, in company with 
the veterinary disciplines of the military services, national and international 
health organizations, educational institutions, and livestock disease-control 
agencies. It was founded to provide leadership in promoting the quality and 
effectiveness of veterinary public-health activities conducted by official and non- 
official agencies and organizations, 

I have been directed by the Conference of Public Health Veterinarians to make 
the following statement in support of Senate bill No. 1128 having to do with 
compulsory poultry inspection. 

A sound poultry inspection program must provide effective means for dealing 
with the following items if it is to accomplish its purpose. 

Competent people must be employed to conduct the program. These persons 
should be employees of the official agency and responsible to that agency for 
their acts. Job protection should be extended to these employees under the 
existing merit system. 

The Agricultural Research Service, through its meat-inspection branch, has 
done an outstanding job in protecting the public against diseased and unwhole- 
some red meat correlated with its animal disease eradication program. Fifty 
years of service has proved its responsibility to the consuming public as well as 
to industry. It would do an equally good job on poultry inspection. Indeed, 
the integrity of the program revolves about competent administration and 
personnel. 

Specific provisions for accurate recordkeeeping must be spelled out. 

Labeling requirements should be concise and without exception. 

Antemortem or preslaughter inspection is an integral part of any program to 
detect disease. Many diseases are best recognized in the live individual. It is 
also essential in protecting slaughterhouse employees against poultry diseases 
communicable to man. 

Carcass-by-careass post mortem inspection must be provided in an effective 
program. The detailed examination of the vital organs of each bird is necessary 
in detecting diseased and unwholesome conditions. 

All birds sholud be eviscerated immediately after slaughter in order to corre- 
late ante mortem, post mortem findings, and prevent the invasion of surrounding 
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edible tissues with objectionable odors and bacteria from the gastrointestinal 
tract. The shipment of so-called New York dressed poultry should be prohibited 
as an undesirable and unsanitary practice which may also lead to the transfer of 
diseases from one area to another. 

Sanitary standards must be provided throughout the processing procedure. 

Means should be incorporated to insure the fair and unencumbered enforce- 
ment of all provisions in the act. 

Finally, the Federal agency administrating the act should not be empowered 
to interfere with intrastate poultry commerce except by consent of the local 
governing body. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians feels that of the three bills 


currently under consideration only Senate bill No. 1128 adequately provides for 
these Items. 


The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians strongly urges the committee to 
report favorably on this bill or one containing these essential provisions. 
If we can be of further service to this committee, call on us at any time. 


The Cuarrman. Next is Dr. Kingman. Will you come forward 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF DR. HARRY E. KINGMAN, JR., ASSISTANT EXECU- 
TIVE SECRETARY, AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIA- 
TION, CHICAGO, ILL. 


The Cuarrman. Identify yourself for the record. 

Dr. Kineman. I am Harry E. Kingman, Jr., a doctor of veterinary 
medicine. I am appearing on behalf of the American Veterinary 
Medical Association. The AVMW, representing the profession of 
veterinary medicine in the United States, appreciates being afforded 
the opportunity to have a representative appear before this committee 


concerning S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128, 85th Congress. 

a ere Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, will be 
very brief. 

a CxHatrMAN. Your whole prepared statement will be put in the 
record. 

Dr. Kineman. The conclusions are on page 5 of the statement I have 
submitted. Itis our conclusion that: 

The three bills (S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128) in their present. form 
provide most of the basic features necessary for an adequately safe- 
guarded inspection system. 

Certain changes in the language of each, or a combination of the 
three, should result in legislation that would merit the full support of 
the American Veterinary Medical Association. 

We recognize the tremendous problems faced by those who are 
charged with the responsibility of framing legislation so as to insure 
insofar as possible that the administration of the law will be consist- 
ent with the full intent. Our association has had intimate contact 
with food-inspection programs for many, many years. We are confi- 
dent that the deliberations of this committee will result in legislation 
having far-reaching beneficial effects to the Nation. At the same time, 
we wish to express our confidence in the integrity and purposefulness 
of our administrative branches of government which is so essential if 
we are to preserve our present form of government. 

I wish to thank you in behalf of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association for having had this opportunity to be heard. 

Unless the committee desires me to, I will not go into any of the 
changes we suggest, since they are in the statement. 
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The CuatrmMan. We will consider your statement. It will be made 
a part of the record. We have much testimony covering all of the bills 


so that I think we will be adequately provided with the facts to base 
our judgment on. 


Thank you very much, Dr. Kingman. 
(The statement submitted is as follows :) 


POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


The American Veterninary Medical Association favors and endorses legislation 
which would prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome or adulterated poultry or poultry 
products. 

As background material, permit me to review the policy determinations of 
the American Veterinary Medical Association insofar as poultry inspection for 
wholesomeness is concerned. 

First of all, the AVMA favors the enactment of proper legislation to provide 
for the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 

In 1951, the association adopted the report of the committee on food hygiene 
which contained this statement of policy: 

“If poultry is to bear a State grade designation, it should have the background 
of adequate inspection by State or Federal employees, and if poultry is to bear 
a USDA seal of any kind, the program should have Federal veterinary supervision 
at every level.” 

The association has continued to support its view that: grading, which is 
essentially a marketing requirement, and inspection for wholesomeness, which 
is a consumer protection procedure, should be separately administered. 

In 1954, the association adopted a resolution urging that the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Service be combined with Federal Meat Inspection Service. 

Separating grading and inspection would either require the establishment of 
a new agency to perform the inspection services, or would require the transfer- 
ring of the existing inspection program to an agency presently performing 
inspection work. 

It is the view of our association that for reasons of economy, efficiency, and 
administrative experience, the poultry-inspection program could be best served 
by having it located in a division of the Government whose immediate responsi- 
bility is nspecton for wholesomeness. 

The assoication supported this at its annual meeting last October by endorsing 
legislation that would amend the Meat Inspection Act to include poultry and 
poultry products. This is the basis of testimony give before the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, 84th Congress, last May, at which it was stated: 

“The establishment of a separate inspection service is not consistent with the 
recommendation of the AVMA committee on food and milk hygiene urging the 
organization of a coordinated food-control program under veterinary planning 
and direction. We feel this is of primary importance, and would again urge that 
legilation to provide for the establishment of poultry-inspection facilities within 
Federal Meat Inspection Service be favorably reported by your committee.” 

Senate bills 313, 645, and 1128 provide for the creation of a Poultry Products 
Inspection Service rather than amending the Meat Inspection Act. 

As an association, we would not oppose this method of establishing a poultry 
inspection service provided the same objectives can be achieved and if, in the wis- 
dom of Congress, it is decided that this is the best procedure to follow. Therefore, 
we will confine our remaining comments to the differences between the bills 
under consideration. 

1. The definition of the term “inspector” in S. 1128 (Huhphrey bill) provides 
that the inspector shall be an employee of the Federal Government. We would 
urge the inclusion of suitable language in the bill reported out of this committee, 
to provide that inspectors be employees of Federal or State governments. 

2. The definition of the term “inspection service” in S. 1128 (Humphrey bill) 
places the inspection responsibility within the Agricultural Research Service 
of the Department of Agriculture. Should it be considered impractical. to 
designate, as a part of this legislation, the specific agency within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to be charged with the responsibility of administering this 
act, we would urge that the committee call attention in their report to the 
economic, administrative, and public confidence advantages inherent in a ¢o- 
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ordinated food-control program under an inspection agency that is primarily 
responsible to the consumer. 

3. S. 318 (Aiken bill), in our judgment, contains a number of important re- 
quirements that are lacking in S. 1128 (Humphrey bill). 

(a) 8S. 313 gives greater emphasis to the prohibition of adulteration of poultry 
products. 

(6) S. 313 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to establish inspection in 
certain cities and areas of intrastate commerce after public hearings without 
obtaining the consent of the governign body of such a city or area. 

(c) §. 313 defines “poultry” to include domestic birds, whereas S. 1128 might 
be interpreted to apply only to domesticated or commercially produced game 
birds. 

(d@) §. 318 defines the term “wholesome” to include the necessary designation 
of “clean.” 

(e) The provisions in S. 313 defining a product as adulterated, if any valu- 
able constitutent has been in whole or in part omitted or abstracted, is an im- 
portant consideration, as is the prohibition of increasing bulk or weight to make 
it appear of greater value than it is. 

(f) 8S. 313 requires that the name and address of the processor, in addition to 
the approved plant number of the official establishment, be included in the 
labeling of products. S. 1128 would permit the establishment number to be 
substituted for the name and address of the processor. 

(9) 8. 313 defines in greater detail the intent of the legislation insofar as ante 
mortem and post-mortem inspection, reinspection, and the quarantine and 
segregation of poultry and poultry products are concerned. 

(h) 8S. 313 provides for the utilization of officers or employees of a State, 
commissioned by the Secretary, to conduct inspection he determines practicable 
under the act. This may be an important consideration in extending the benefit 
of this legislation to a large segment of the industry without subjecting them to 
unnecessary burdens, 

CONCLUSION 


The three bills (S. 313, S. 645, and S. 1128) in their present form provide 
most of the basic features necessary for an adequately safeguarded inspection 
system. Certain changes in the language of each, or a combination of the three, 
should result in legislation that would merit the full support of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association. 

We recognize the tremendous problems faced by those who are charged with 
the responsibility of framing legislation so as to insure, insofar as possible, 
that the administration of the law will be consistent with its full intent. Our 
association has had intimate contact with food-inspection programs for many, 
many years. We are confident that the deliberations of this committee will 
result in legislation having far-reaching, beneficial effects to the Nation. At the 
same time, we wish to express our confidence in the integrity and purposefulness 
of our administrative branches of Government, which is so essential if we are 
to preserve our present form of government. 

I wish to thank you in behalf of the American Veterinary Medical Association 
for having had this opportunity to be heard. 


The Cuamman. Next is Mr. Ferster. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT FERSTER, NEW YORK, N. Y., REPRESENT- 
ING THE ASSOCIATION OF KOSHER PROCESSORS, INC.; THE 
KOSHER DRESSED POULTRY DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION, INC.; 
SCHOCHTIM UNION LOCAL 370, AND SALESMEN AND POULTRY 
WORKERS UNION, LOCAL 662, BOTH AFFILIATED WITH THE 
AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF 
NORTH AMERICA (AFL-CIO) 


The Cuamman. Identify yourself for the record, please. 

Mr. Fersrer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert Ferster. I repre- 
sent the kosher poultry industry of Eastern United States. My local 
union is one of the local units engaged in that industry—there are 3 
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local unions I represent or speak for here, and not only the industry 
but the 3 local unions engaged in that industry, and each is affiliated 
with the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America. 

In the interest of saving time, I will not read my statement, but 
merely say that in our kosher poultry industry because of the neces- 
sity of observing the laws of kosher, it is necessary, among other 
things, that the poultry which is slaughtered in the kosher industry, so 
as to comply with the religious requirements, for instance, that the 
poultry after being slaughtered in the prescribed manner must be deliv- 
ered to the consumer, the housewife, in uneviscerated form—in other 
words, defeathered, but with the viscera remaining in the bird. 

Now, there is not anything we can do about that and nothing has 
been done about it for centuries, since the time of Moses. 

In addition to that, it is necessary that the defeathering of the bird 
not be done in hot water, it must be dry-plucked or cold-water plucked. 

Now, we are in favor of an adequate poultry inspection law and 
we do not oppose the enactment of this law but we do hope and pray 
and plead that you will insert into the bill that is ultimately passed, 
a requirement or proviso that kosher poultry should not be compelled 
to be eviscerated nor dressed in hot water. 

The Cuarrman. Have you suggested some language in the state- 
ment ? 

Mr. Ferster. We have, and as the result of listening to today’s hear- 
ings, I would like to send in some corrected language. 

The Cuatrman. Allright. Will you do that as soon as you can? 

Mr. Ferster. I will take care of that today. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

(The proposed amendments are as follows :) 

There should be added to the bill the following definition of “kosher poultry” 
(S. 313, see. 4; S. 645, sec. 4; S. 1128, sec. 22). 


(o) The term “kosher poultry” means any poultry or poultry product which 
has been slaughtered or slaughtered and processed in accordance with the laws 
of kashruth, and is identified by a nonremovable metal tag attached thereto 


certifying it was slaughtered, or slaughtered and processed according to the laws 
of kashruth. 


There should be inserted in the bill the following section ° 


KOSHER POULTRY 


Sec. —. Kosher poultry shall not be required: (1) to have the feather re- 
moved with the use of hot water or steam, and (2) to be eviscerated. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions? 

Senator Humenrey. One question. You have heard the gentleman 
from the Amalgamated—or the union—this morning ? 

Mr. Ferster. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Did that language seem to be adequate? 

Mr. Frersrer. No; that is not going to be adequate. 

Senator Humrnrey. So you are going to send in some revised lan- 
guage? 

Mr. Fersrer. In view of the fact that. we are in the industry, we are 
probably familiar with more of the problems, and I will say in con- 
sidering the language we will make sure that no loopholes creep up 
in so that some of the questions asked will not be a problem. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you. 
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The Carman. It will be good if you can do that. Thank you. 
Your statement will be placed in the record at this point. 
(The prepared statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT FERSTER 


The Kosher Processors Association includes in its membership poultry-plant 
operators who slaughter and dress live poultry pursuant to the kosher dietary 
laws. Their product is sold in the large cities of the Hastern States where there 
is a substantial Jewish population. 

The Kosher Distributors Association includes in its membership New York City 
wholesalers of kosher dressed poultry. These wholesalers purchase their poultry 
from processors and resell the same to kosher poultry stores. 

Schochtim Union Local 370 includes in its membership the schochtim who 
slaughter the poultry pursuant to the laws of kashruth and supervise the process- 
ing of the poultry to insure compliance with the religious requirements. 

The members of local 662 are employed as salesmen and general help in the 
kosher poultry industry. 

Thus this statment is made on behalf of most of the parties in interest in the 
processing, sale, and distribution of kosher poultry in the Eastern States and 
I might add parenthetically, that the bulk of such poultry is consumed in those 
States. 

We state preliminarily that we do not appear here to oppose the enactment of 
a poultry-inspection law. We want to point out, however, that there is involved 
in the slaughtering, processing, and distribution of kosher poultry certain ancient 
and basic religious tenets for which provision should be made, in the poultry- 
inspection law, which will be passed by the Congress. These tenets known as the 
laws of kashruth have been prescribed and enforced by the rabbinate through 
the centuries, since the time of Moses. 

Kosher poultry must be slaughtered by a schochet and none other except a 
schochet. A schochet is a religious functionary who is learned not only in the 
laws of kashruth and the religious requirements with respect to the slaughter- 
ing of poultry, but is also trained to quickly recognize and detect poultry which 
is not healthy. A qualified schochet after the completion of his training period 
is “ordained” or “licensed’’ by the rabbinate to slaughter poultry. The schochet 
examines each bird before he slaughters it and those which are at all sick, are 
destroyed by the schochet. It is interesting to note, in passing, that the Jewish 
people have had ante mortem inspection of poultry since ancient times. 

The laws of kashruth further provide that kosher poultry must be made avail- 
able to the consumer uneviscerated, that is, with the viscera remaining in the 
bird. It would take more time than this committee could give me to state in 
detail just why this requirement exists. It is sufficient to state at this point 
that the Jewish housewife must eviscerate the bird herself or have it done under 
her immediate supervision after which she is required to salt (called koshering ) 
the bird. The poultry-inspection law should specifically provide that kosher 
poultry should not be required to be eviscerated. 

In the dressing or defeathering of kosher poultry, the use of hot water or steam 
is forbidden. The laws of kashruth require that the bird be either dry plucked 
or cold-water plucked. We know that all of the pinfeathers can be removed in 
hot water or steam dressing, but this complete removal of pinfeathers is not 
possible when the poultry is dry or cold-water plucked and as required by the 
laws of kashruth. Thus the poultry-inspection bill should provide that kosher 
poultry should not be required to be dressed in hot water or steam. 

I am authorized to state that the accuracy of my statements concerning 
religious requirements for kosher poultry are certified by the three leading 
rabbinicial associations in the United States, namely: The Union of Orthodox 
Rabbis of the United States and Canada, the Rabbinicial Council of America, and 
the Rabbinical Alliance of America. 

Each of the poultry-inspection bills introduced provide for ante morten 
inspection, post mortem inspection, and the maintenance of sanitary conditions 
in the plants where the poultry is slaughtered and processed. The kosher- 
poultry industry favors such a law, however, that recognition is given to the laws 
of kashruth so that kosher poultry (1) will not be required to be eviscerated, and 
(2) will not be required to be dressed or defeathered with the use of hot water 
or steam. 
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I respectfully point out that those bills which have been introduced into the 
House of Representatives which provide for humane methods of slaughtering, 
recognize the requirements of established religious faiths. For example, H. R. 
176, introduced January 3, 1957; H. R. 3029, introduced January 16, 1957; and 
H. R. 3049, introduced January 16, 1957. 

We request that the poultry-inspection law should likewise give recognition to 
the needs and requirements of the laws of kashruth. 

I trust that you will not think me presumptuous if I suggest the type of provi- 
sion which should be included in the poultry-inspection bill, so that the laws of 
kashruth may be continued to be observed. 

We recommend that there be included in the bill a definition of kosher poultry 
as poultry, i. e., poultry slaughtered and processed according to the laws of 
kashruth and identified by a nonremovable metal tag certifying to the fact that 
the said poultry was kosher slaughtered and processed. In the body of the bill 
there should be inserted a provision that kosher poultry should not be required 
to be eviscerated and dressed or defeathered in hot water or steam. 

On behalf of the kosher-poultry industry and the labor unions working in that 
industry, I want to thank the chairman and the committee for your courtesies 
and your kind consideration. 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT FILED BY HERBERT FERSTER ON BEHALF OF LOCAL 621, 
KASHRUTH MASHGICHIM SUPERVISORS UNION, AFFLIATED WITH AMALGAMATED 
Meat CuTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NortH AMERICA (AFL-CIO) 


After the statement which I have just read had been prepared, Rabbi H. Judah 
Hurwitz has authorized me to state that my statement should be deemed sub- 
mitted on behalf of Local 621, Kashruth Mashgichim Supervisors Union, affili- 
ated with Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America 
(AFL-CIO). Rabbi Hurwitz is the manager of said local union, which includes 
in its membership mashgichim, who are persons who supervise the preparation 
of kosher poultry to insure the observance of the dietary laws. 

Rabbi Hurwitz has been an ordained rabbi since 1922. 

Local 621 has a membership of approximately 150 mashgichim, of whom ap- 
proximately 55 are duly ordained rabbis. The remaining members of the union 
are orthodox learned reverends who are qualified supervisors of kashruth. 

Rabbi Hurwitz has had read to him the statement submitted on behalf of the 
kosher-poultry industry and the other local unions and respectfully requests of 
you that the poultry-inspection bill specifically provide that kosher poultry 
should not be required to be eviscerated and likewise should not be required to 
be dressed in hot water or steam. 


The CuHairMan. Next is Mrs. Genevieve H. Oslund. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GENEVIEVE H. OSLUND, LEGISLATIVE ASSIST- 
ANT, GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS 


The CuatrMan. Identify yourself for the record. 

Mrs. Ostunp. I am Genevieve H. Oslund, legislative assistant, 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, and I am presenting the state- 
ment of Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, our president. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is an organization with 
a direct membership of 875,000 women and an affiliated membership 
of 4% million, most of whom are homemakers and who, therefore, 
have a deep concern for the health of their families. 

Since the early years of this century the general federation has been 
vitally interested in legislation to provide for a pure and safe food 
supply for our Nation. Our clubwomen actively supported the move- 
ment which resulted in the Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906 and the 
subsequent establishment of the Pure Food and Drug Administration. 
We helped in the passage of the Meat Inspection Act, and we have 
consistently worked for amendatory legislation to raise the standards 
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in the production and processing of food. Today we welcome the 
opportunity to speak before this committee in favor of a mandatory 
ante mortem and post mortem inspection of poultry. The executive 
committee of the general federation recently approved the following 
resolution, which will be presented to the delegate body at annual 
convention : 

Whereas poultry is a major item in the diet of the American public; and 

Whereas the General Federation of Women’s Clubs is vitally concerned with 
the health of the family and, realizing that mandatory ante mortem and post 
mortem inspection is not required of poultry which is processed for human 
consumption: Therefore 

Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, in convention as- 
sembled in June 1956, urges Congress pass a bill which will require that poultry 
intended for human consumption be inspected under the same conditions as now 
obtain in the case of meat and meat products, by the Meat Inspection Division 
of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

While it is a known fact that most poultry processors do handle 
their products in a sanitary way and are interested in the health of 
the consumer, it has been forcibly brought to our attention that there 
are many and dangerous exceptions. We also know that reputable 
processors and others who handle poultry want proper inspection in 
order to protect the consumer, el. that many processors have been 
paying voluntarily for inspection. However, due to the phenomenal 

rowth of the industry in the last 10 years, voluntary inspection is no 
onger sufficient. A mandatory law, with inspection by Federal Gov- 
ernment employees under supervision of registered Government vet- 
erinarians, is essential. 

Furthermore, we have learned from public-health authorities that 
there are many respiratory diseases in poultry, dangerous to the con- 
sumer which can be easily detected by observation of the live bird 
and which are difficult to find after it has been slaughtered. We 
therefore strongly urge that some form of mandatory ante mortem and 
post mortem inspection be provided. 

As stated in the resolution, the general federation also believes it 
is essential that poultry products be handled the same as red meat is 
handled in the Meat Inspection Branch of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Since poultry is also meat, subject to many sim- 
ilar health hazards, it would seem both logical and economical to have 
the same overall division of the Department of Agriculture responsi- 
ble for poultry as well as meat. If it is feared that under such cir- 
cumstances poultry would be subordinated to red meat, we would 
agree that a Poultry Inspection Branch, separate from and equal to 
the Meat Inspection Branch be established in the Agricultural Re- 
search Service, which is the proper agency for consumer protective 
functions such as poultry inspection. We can see no valid reason 
why poultry inspection should come under the Marketing Service, 
which is oriented toward producer, not consumer protection. 

Our women are greatly concerned about the piyerat situation, and 
we urge that this committee issue a report in favor of a mandatory, 


ante mortem and post mortem law, to be administered under the Meat 

Inspection Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
The Cuarrman. Thank you ever somuch. Any questions? There 

being none, we thank you, and we will hear from Mrs. Johnson. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. LORETTA JOHNSON, PUBLIC RELATIONS 
ADVISER, ST. LOUIS CONSUMER FEDERATION, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


The Cuarrman. Mrs. Johnson, identify yourself for the record. 

Mrs. Jounson. I am Loretta Johnson, of 4416 Westminster Place, 
St. Louis 8, Mo. I am a member of and public relations adviser to the 
St. Louis Consumer Federation, and I am here to represent that 
federation. 

The aims of the St. Louis Consumer Federation are to inform and 
educate consumers to become more intelligent buyers; and to see that 
the interests of consumers are represented and protected in legislation. 
We operate entirely with volunteers and have no paid officers or per- 
sonnel. A week ago today, on Founders Day celebrating the 104th 
anniversary of the founding of Washington University, our former 
chairman, Marion Wilson Weir, received an alumni citation from the 
graduate school of social work in part— 
because of her tremendous personal leadership * * * as chairman of the St. 
Louis Consumer Federation * * * and because of her effective work in ad- 
vancing consumer interests over the Nation as a director of the National Asso- 
ciation of Consumers. * * * 

The St. Louis Consumer Federation believes that it is economically 
correct to prevent disease whenever possible, rather than to pay for the 
cure of it. Therefore, and on behalf of the federation, I am here to 
plead for mandatory Federal inspection of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts for wholesomeness. This plea, we belie ye, is in the interest of 
public health and of value to workers in the poultry industry and to 
consumers. 

We believe that poultry inspection must be at the Federal level—as 
meat inspection is—since much of the poultry and poultry products 
cross State boundaries. 

I may add here that a Missouri farmers’ association participates in 
the poultry inspection now going on but they ship their poultry to 
California, and it is never sold in the St. Louis market because inter- 
state poultry that comes into the St. Louis market is sold at prices that 
make it impossible for our Missouri farmer who has taken precautions, 
to compete with it, and we feel that everywhere that interstate com- 
merce affects this problem, that Federal legislation is the only possible 
answer to it. 

We plead also for compulsory Federal inspection of poultry and 
poultry products in some intrastate areas, particularly around big 
cities, if the intrastate poultry and poultry products sold in the city 
affect or burden the conditions under which interstate poultry is 
shipped into that city. 

We ask that poultry inspectors be employees of the Government 
rather than of the firms whom they inspect. 

We ask that every poultry carcass and all poultry products that 
have been federally inspected and passed be stamped by a Federal 
stamp as is meat; and that the stamp be large enough to be easily 
read with the naked eye. The stamps that are now put on poultry— 
and heavens, we don’t want to criticize anybody who is inspecting 
their poultry, but even so you just could not read it when you are 
buying it in the grocery store. 

We believe, after careful study, that the least expensive way to 
provide for effective poultry inspection is by amendment of the Meat 
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Inspection Act (34 Stat. 1260, as amended) and the Tariff Act of 
1930 (46 Stat. 689, sec. 306) by adding poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts to the list of:animals and animal products to be inspected for 
wholesomeness. For 50 years the Meat Inspection Act of 1906 has 
been quite successful in protecting consumers against meats which 
are unwholesome, unhealthful, or otherwise unfit for human food. By 
adopting the standards and definitions of the Meat Inspection Act, 
long-drawn-out litigations and discussions over terminology would 
be avoided and still provide for ante mortem and post mortem inspec- 
tion of poultry. 

We want to especially underline the request for ante mortem inspec- 
tion of poultry. We feel that the need of ante mortem inspection 
may be open to some discussion, but we feel that the discovery of, 
certainly, the respiratory diseases, seems to definitely establish the 
fact it is much more readily accomplished while the animal is still on 
the hoof. 

We believe Federal inspection of poultry for wholesomeness will 
have a beneficial effect for small packers, because the Federal stamp 
on each carcass will assure consumers that the poultry sold by the 
little packers is just as wholesome as that sold by the bigger packers 
who have advertising advantage. Federal inspection will open up 
new markets for small packers of poultry—as it has in the case of 
meat inspection—and will enlarge their purchasing power, so that 
they can compete more readily with bigger packers; it will also give 
retail stores more choice as to whom they will go to buy their Soultry 
and poultry products. 

Our experience as housewives has taught us the meaning of the 
adage, “a stitch in time saves nine”; we therefore plead that any 
proposed compulsory inspection bill or amendment to the Meat In- 
spection Act be searched for loopholes; and that any loopholes found 
be mended before the bill or amendment is passed into law. 

We feel that a poor poultry bill might well be worse than no bill 
at all. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. Any questions? 

All right, next is Mrs. Booras. 

Will you come forward, Mrs. Booras, and identify yourself for 
the record ? 


STATEMENT OF MBS. J. A. BOORAS, ASSISTANT TO THE LEGISLATIVE 
CHAIRMAN, HOUSEWIVES UNITED 


Mrs. Booras. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, House- 
wives United is a national, nonpartisan, nonprofit group of women 
interested chiefly in the welfare of their families. We therefore feel 
very strongly that effective legislation should be Tt msure 
compulsory inspection of fowls, both before and after slaughter, by 
adding a Poultry Inspection Section to the Agricultural Research 
Service. 

Poultry raising is no longer a small, home industry, as it. used to be, 
It is now an enormous business enterprise—with the attendant. risks 
that come from carelessness or greed when things are done on a large 
scale. 

From our point of view, we have heard too much for too long about 
“filthy and diseased fowl”; about fowl that had “died otherwise than 
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by slaughter”; and about chickens that had had the chief evidence 
of their disease, as, for instance, a wing covered with sores, chopped 
off—after which the rest of the chicken was then. processed alon 
with other, wholesome birds and our own experience of tasteless fowls 
and fowls with discolored livers, to have the confidence that we should 
have when buying poultry in a country as enlightened and health 
conscious as the United States. 

While we are confident that the great majority of people in the 
poultry industry are honest and careful, it is the very few who are 
not honest and careful who constitute a hazard to our health—and 
who give a bad name to the industry as a whole, 

Nor is it the man who asks for he ta and who pays for that 
inspection himself who endangers the people’s health. It. is the 
man who thinks he can get away with settinis just any old bird, dead 
or dying, and the man who keeps his plant in an unsanitary condition 
who needs the inspection, and who, if he is not forced to have it, 
may constitute a serious threat to the health of American families, 

Just how serious this threat to our health is we may not yet know. 
There were times when we were sure it was the chicken we ate that 
made us sick since there are many diseases of poultry to which man 
is susceptible, and some unexplained illness could well be caused by 
the consumption of bad fowls. 

We feel that poultry inspection should be automatic for birds sold 
in large quantities in interstate commerce, and that such inspection 
should be paid for by the taxpayers as part of our health insurance, 
just as the inspection of red meat has been for 50 years. 

Many housewives have had an erroneous belief that poultry was 
federally inspected along with red meat, so that we need to close 
the gap on this long-overdue legislation. And if red meat should be 
inspected (and we certainly beheve that it should), why then should 
not poultry be inspected as well ? 

Certainly the passage of S. 1128 should help the poultry industry ; 
inspection before killing will help to spot disease in a flock, thus 
saving part of a poultry raiser’s stock in trade. Inspection after 
slaughter, by requiring the same standards of care and sanitation for 
all, will insure fair business competition and wholesome poultry for 
the consumer. 

Therefore, we believe that a compulsory and meaningful poultry- 
inspection bill will protect the voted consumer, poultry processor, 
poultry worker, poultry farmer, and industry as well. We hope for 
early passage of S. 1128. 

I wish to thank this committee on behalf of Housewives United 
for having been afforded this opportunity to be heard. 

The Crarrman. Thank you, Mrs. Booras. Any questions? 

All right, next is Mrs. Dennis Jackson. 


Mrs. Jackson, will you come forward and identify yourself for the 
record ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. DENNIS JACKSON, PRESIDENT, CONSUMER 
CONFERENCE OF GREATER CINCINNATI, CINCINNATI, OHIO 


Mrs. Jackson. I am Mrs. Dennis Jackson and I represent the Con- 
sumer Conference of Greater Cincinnati, which is made up of 900 
paid members and over 50 affiliated clubs who report back to us and 
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of course through these we reach many thousands of people. The 
conference has tried to educate consumers through meetings and pub- 
lications concerning their economic problems, which includes support 
of legislation in the consumers’ interest. 

We urge passage of a compulsory poultry-inspection law under the 
supervision of the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. This Branch has done an excellent job for 50 years of 
meat inspection. We want the same kind of consumer protection 
service for poultry, the sale of which has very greatly increased 
recently because of its cheaper cost. 

This inspection should be done both before and after slaughter. A 
large part of illness from food comes from poultry due, perhaps, to 
oat of inspection. Each carcass should be inspected by inspectors 
who meet the same requirements as those for red-meat inspectors and 
should be paid in the same way so they would be rsponsible to the 
same officials in the Agriculture irda 

Cincinnati is close to two State lines and also receives large ship- 
ments of poultry from Georgia, but the law should not only include 
out-of-State shipments but those within the State, too. 

And we fee] that the inspection laws should cover both products 
within the State and in interstate commerce and so we urge passage 
of this law. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mrs. Jackson. 

All right, is anybody else present who desires to be heard ? 

my pat will you step forward and state your full name for the 
record ? 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN L. LIVNEY, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
POULTRY FARMERS ASSOCIATION, INC., VINELAND, N. J. 


Mr. Livnry. Mr. Chairman, my name is Martin L. Livney, and I 
live in Vineland, N. J., and I am president of the American Poultry 
Farmers Association, Inc. 

The Cuarrman. Have you a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Livney. No. 

Now, when I came here this morning I heard a Senator making a 
definition or a statement about a cull and I think he was the Sena- 
epee Williams, you made a definition or something about a 
cull? 

Senator Wiit1ams. You are asking me—— 

The Cuarrman. A definition of a what? 

Mr. Livney. Cull, c-u-l-l. 

The Cuarrman. Oh, I thought you said cow. All right, we won't 
argue about that. Proceed. 

Mr. Livnry. Well, this Senator described that a cull is definitely 
in many cases a good chicken and I would like to have it put on the 
record that is the only chicken that we eat, we farmers, so they are 
good chickens and knowing that among the Senators there are some 

ople who know something about poultry, I hope they will take it 
into consideration that I don’t know anything about legislation but 
I came here prompted by the two bills, namely, the bill S. 313 and 
the bill S. 1128. 
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And I felt that both of those bills do have a tremendous amount of 
good. in them. I felt that a few words I would like to have heard 
that I want to state for the record. 

First, that the distinguished Senator from Vermont, I am sure, 
is representing a great many poultry farmers, commonly referred 
to as the “old style—self-relying—stubborn Yankee type of farmers” 
stubbornly defending their right to run their own business the best 
way they know how, doing right by the consumer and always so as to 
offer their products at a fair price, as well as guaranteeing to the 
consumers the very best that they can possibly produce for the 
consumers. 

And second, I also wanted to state that I am sure that the very 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota, Senator Humphrey, I am 
sure, is continuing to represent the many thousands of farmers who, 
like their fellow relatives in the State of Vermont, have equal pride 
in their profession of being the father of mass-produced agricultural 
commodities, the production of which, the production of these com- 
modities being what has made the standard of living in America as 
outstanding as it is today. These farmers have shown again and 
again that their Senator is leading the fight on many issues of 
concern to farmers everywhere. 

Now, what I wanted to state by that is that I do not say that these 
two Senators are in any way different, and that is why they created 
these bills, the bills as created, and the only thing which is in both 
bills is this fact that those two bills were, first of all, created prac- 
tically the same time and they show equal concern on the part of both 
Senators to be helpful in solving one problem which I feel they have 
in common, namely, to legislate to the best of their ability, to legislate 
the kind of legislation which would romeny the cause of the disturb- 
ance, the fact that from time to time unwholesome poultry has been 
handled by food processors, as well as has been offered to the consum- 
ing public, and that they do feel it to be their duty to protect the 
American producer as well as the American consumer, as well as those 
who are engaged in being connected in one way or another, being 
instrumental in seeing the orderly transfer from the producer to the 
consumer, from one to the other, is perfected. 

In Senator Humphrey’s byword it is strongly emphasized that it 
were exceptions faithior than the rule which he is concerned with, and 
I am sure the same intent can be found in the Aiken bill. 

And again in the bywords in Senator Humphrey’s bill, “glaring 
loopholes” are found in the bill of Senator Aiken which to a certain 
extent are to be found particularly in section 5 in the bill S. 313, line 
11 and 12, and justifiably so, because this particular section is just 
ready made for exceptions to the rule, and those are the culprits as 
Senator Humphrey states in his paragraph starting with—I mean, 
the exceptions are the culprits being discussed, it is not the rule, the 
rule is to give the very best poultry possible to the consumer—starting 
with “Three 1956 psittacosis * * *.” 

However, I, as a representative of farmers, find a loophole, an equally 
deplorable one, in the last paragraph of Senator Humphrey’s bill, and 
the main thing he states is that the inspection shall not be done on 
the farm. He says it in different words other than the legal form—and 
I have seen it in the Reader’s Digest, too—and as against that, and I 
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am sure, Senator Humphrey has stated that the legislation must protect 
the farmer as well as others. 

And there are many farmers today, and I hope always will be in 
the future, who have in long years of faithful service to their con- 
sumers build up, what we in New Jersey call a route, where the farmer 
through special efforts expanded by him is compensated by the con- 
sumer in a more equitable compensation for his efforts, then he would 
receive when he sells his products through other, namely, wholesale 
channels. It is this part in particular which makes a farmer the small 
businessman he is, proud to be an entrepreneur, and working for the 
extra incentive, which helped to raise our standards of living as high 
as they are today. To omit the individual farmer, who up to now has 
always been covered by locally adopted ordinances, to maintain sani- 
tary conditions in his slaughterhouse as well as his packaging, would 
be a great injustice to the farmer, as I am sure the Senator Humphrey 
bill did not intend to do. 

Likewise the penalties as set up in both bills, in 313 as well as 1128, 
which are in section 13—the S. 313 which are there in section 13 in 
essence, are set up not to discourage a giant corporation which may 
easily make up a fine of $5 or even $10,000 in a few days of operation, 
and the guilty employee may not be indispensable to the cooperate 
business.. However, if under the same section, if it would be 1 or 2 or 
maybe 3 farmers, who, due to the sudden increase in overhead would 
have to put up a joint processing plant, and then through some mis- 
fortune some a or small mistake was committed by them, both the 
fine and the imprisonment could wipe them our completely and ir- 
revocably. I do not think that Senator Aiken had in mind to make 
such a fine equal for the small as well as the very large enterprises. He 
did not mean to make such a fine the end of all small enterprising 
farmers who want so much to be compensated for their extra effort by 
the proper incentive. 

And I think the proper solution might be found by stating that a 
processing plant where such and such a capacity should be fined so 
much, should be fined according to the financial resources, to the point 
where it hurts, and I expect that is where the fine ought to be—either 
it hurts them or if it does not it is no good—and it should not be the 
same amount of fines when applied to a farmer or 2 or 3 farmers who 
have gotten together and who now have a slaughtering house and who 
want to process their chickens the best way they can—that is, with 
the inspection bill fully enforced. I do not think that they should be 
put out of business while someone who is much more capable of paying 
the fine can stay in and it does not hurt them at all. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Livney, that matter, of course, is left up to the 
judge. The fines that are to be imposed is entirely up to them, and 
it does not necessarily mean that they will impose the maximum fine 
and I further presume that whoever would act as a judge would con- 
sider the size of the plant, probably and the people engaged and 
things of that nature. 

Mr. Lavney. Sir, I was just thinking of the judge who does not like 
the particular farmer and can set the maximum on him. I think it 
should be stated in the bill. 

The Cruarmrman. Well, I think you are stretching a point. You 
don’t trust anyone, you don’t even trust the legislators. 
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Mr. Livney. I do trust them. They will do the good thing—that is 
why I am here. 

The Cuatrman. Good. 

Mr, Livney. It is therefore that I would propose a rewriting of 
those 2 bills into 1 unified bill—which would bring out the best points 
of each, and fully appreciate the good suggestions made by both dis- 
tinguished Senators, taking more fully into consideration, that the 
small, the humble farmer, who is still in the vast majority in numbers 
receives the fullest protection of this law to be, as much as the con- 
sumer would be assured to receive at all times the very best and nour- 
ishing product, while fully protecting the health of all those who may 
be in the middle, the processor and the like—while assuring the pro- 
ducer of the product a fair return on his investment, labor and initia- 
tive. I know for sure—that this basic thought was the main considera- 
tion of both Senators, who wrote the proposals as they are and as they 
are fully appreciated by the farmer, who put their faith and trust in 
their elected trustees of the law—the before-named Senators. 

Now, I would like to go slightly into a digest. Is it all right to 
give just a few words about the things we like as farmers, and don’t 
like as farmers? 

In other words, the first thing is—that has been mentioned. The 
second matter is the local, under the topic of local initiation or ap- 
proval of such designation required in bill S. 1128—we agree that 
the consent of the governing body of the city or area ought to be re- 
quired. 

, In the limitations on the applicepeny of the act, in the designated 
area, we agree with S. 1128 that there should be no limits. 

Senator Wirrzams. When you say “we,” whom do you mean? 

Mr. Livney. The American Poultry Association. 

Senator Wirr11aMs. What is the size of the organization ? 

Mr. Livney. The American Poultry Farmers Association is very 
small but very dynamic. 

Senator Wittiams. What is it in numbers? 

Mr. Livney. It is a few hundred right now, primarily centered in 
the State of New Jersey, but we are going apparently into a lot of 
other sections. By the way, I was yesterday called by processors in 
Vineland and they asked me to put in a few words, which I will do; 
to the extent of the ante mortem, we agree on the bill S. 313, and 
not—pardon me, on S. 1128 and not with bill S. 313, in the fact that 
Senator Humphrey’s bill says that the Secretary “shall”— 

The Cuatrman. You want it compulsory ? 

Mr. Livney. Compulsory. The Secretary “shall” cause to be made 
in such manner as necessary, not “may cause.” 

And the same thing is true in the condemnation. In the condemna- 
tion, you very definitely do not want to have included in bill 8. 313 
live poultry as being necessary. We are poultry farmers and we 
know how to take care of our sick birds, and I have never raised a 
pullet yet that would never get sick during that time that I raised 
it—they all get vaccinated, they all get shots, and so, when the sick 
birds are there, we know how to take care of them—but for you to 
put in the law where the Secretary of Agriculture may put an in- 
spector there to condemn my poultry, if I was raising it for meat— 
well, if they have got something, they do get over the disease, that is 
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what the veterinarians are for, and I do not think that live poultry 
should be included but, if it is included then certainly not on the 
farmer but on what the processor holds in the backyard or in cages— 
but it should not be stated ambiguously, it should not mean an in- 
spector can come today to the farm, my farm, and condemn my birds, 
because when my birds are sick I know when to sell them—when 
they are well—otherwise, I do not get enough money for them. 

The same thing holds true with live poultry on the farm; that 
should not be condemned, only once they are moved to the processors. 

Also, under the definition of wholesome and unwholesome we like 
better the definition in S. 1128; it is more definite and more to the 
point, 

And then the other paragraph I skip; we agree. 

In the definition of Eossieiee: dll, I think S. 313 saying any per- 
son authorized by the Secretary, because—this is where I am going to 
bring in the small processors. 

Our processors asked me that I ask compulsory inspection be in- 
stituted because they cannot afford the voluntary inspection. I am 
talking for two processing firms; I am talking for both of them; they 
are saying that they cannot afford it. It costs them $1,000 a month 
and it kills them, and they are being, by that $1,000, squeezed by a 
monopoly and that monopoly is only allowing them so many cents 
per pound and they suffer very much from that because that $1,000 
which the veterinarian or whoever it is who is inspecting right now, 
under the voluntary plan, it means that the processor must take that 
out of our skin, and he does not like to do so; he likes that the inspector 
should be brought there as either Federal or State, being paid by the 
State, perhaps, for his 8 hours—naturally, if he is working overtime, 
he will be taken care of—but not placed directly on the farmer as now. 

And the labeling, I think, is wrong in S. 1128. It should be as it 
isinS.313. Itsays here: 

The name and address of the distributor may be used in lieu of the name and 

address of the processor if the approved plant number is used to identify the 
official establishment in which the poultry product was prepared and packed. 
The Secretary may permit reasonable variations and grant exemptions from the 
foregoing labeling requirements. 
Which, I mean, is what I said before about Senator Humphrey’s bill: 
his bill says that, but all of the bills require approved plants and if I 
want to process in an approved plant I don’t think that the State should 
stop me, and that is why I am saying S. 315 is correct, from the 
producer’s point of view. 

Now, the prohibited acts, I think that is a drawback, a big loophole 
in 8. 313. 

And it states “knowingly”; in S. 1128 it says “knowledge not re- 
a Saal and I believe that driving on the left side even in Washington, 

. C., would get me in jail, because even though I don’t know about 
Washington, that I should drive on the right side, because I come from 
Vineland, yet I think that the laws should be enforced, knowing or 
unknowing. 

Now, the transporting of New York-dressed poultry which is per- 
mitted in S. 313 and not permitted under S. 1128, I say 313 is nght 
because many, many times we produced chickens in Vineland that are 
taken into New York; it is a custom and I think it should say that way. 

Now, the records on interstate shipments, of the bills I would say 














POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT 201 


that Senator Humphrey’s is the better one because we cannot. afford 
to have a filing system over 2 years. We are not the Department of 
Agriculture with space unlimited for filing systems. Two years is 
long enough for deguody to check that. 

And that the carriers should be exempted from penalties other than 
violation of section 11. I don’t quite agree with this. I think that 
5. 1128 is correct; there should be no exemptions, because we produce 
the best poultry and if some skinner of consumers tries to throw them 
into a truck and he drivers on a hot day going to New York, are we to 


be blamed for this?’ We produce the best quality. I think they should 
not be exempted. 


Utilization of State employees was covered before. S. 313 says it 
can be utilized and I am in favor of that because you can put a Federal 
man in a packing plant of my size, maybe and that is the only things 
I have tosay and I appreciate very much having been given the oppor- 
tunity to say so, and I hope that the two Senators don't mind what 
I said. 

The Cuatrrman. We are glad to have had you. 

Mr. Livnry. I said what I think, but we have got to get together. 

The CuarrmMan. We appreciate your statement very much. 

Is anybody else present who desires to be heard ? 

On request of Senator Williams, the Department is requested to 
send, for the files of the committee, the information it has available on 
the psittacosis cases in Oregon. 

M r. Koenig. The Department will be glad to comply with the com- 
mittee’s an 


(The information requested from the Department of Agriculture, 
concerning ornithosis (psittacosis) outbreaks, is as follows:) 


In late November 1955, United States Department of Agriculture veterinary 
inspectors employed in the poultry inspection for wholesomeness program of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, observed disease manifestations in turkey car- 
casses which they were inspecting in certain turkey processing plants in Portland 
and Salem, Oreg. These manifestations appeared to be lesions of the disease 
called ornithosis (psittacosis). The inspectors immediately notified their area 
supervisor who in turn immediately notified Oregon State public health officials, 
Oregon State livestock disease control agencies, appropriate Federal agencies and 
appropriate research organizations. They also immediately advised plant man- 
agement as to the possibility of a health hazard to their employees. 

It subsequently developed that also in November 1955, State of Oregon officials 
had, in the course of their activities, observed what appeared to be the onset of 
ornithosis in two flocks, passing their judgment on disease histories. As a result 
of these early findings of the State officials and the Agricultural Marketing Service 
inspectors, the Chief of the Inspection Branch in the Poultry Division ef the 
Agricultural Marketing Service through previously published procedures, in- 
structed inspectors in Oregon to cooperate completely with State officials in their 
efforts to control the disease. 

The procedures worked out in cooperation with the State of Oregon were 
as follows: Local responsible personnel, after being alerted by the Agricultural 
Marketing Service area supervisor of inspectors of. the post mortem findings 
in. combination with the disease histories in the two turkey flocks, set up quar- 
antine control measures, Suspect birds and birds from. known infected treated 
flecks coming to slaughter under these procedures were released only under 
certification by State-authorized veterinarians, The Agricultural Marketing 
Service inspeetor in charge stationed at the official Portland plant, in coopera- 
tive participation with appropriate local officials, made ante mortem inspection 
on approximately 90. percent of all turkey flocks and on all suspect flocks 
brought to that plant for slaughter. The inspector-in-charge of one official 
plant at Salem personally made ante mortem inspection on numerous lots of 100 
birds or less. Still another inspector at an additional official plant in Salem 
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reported that all flocks processed in that particular plant were accompanied 
by ante mortem certificates in keeping with a requirement promulgated by 
the State. 

It should be emphasized that the diagnosis of ornithosis on the basis of flock 
history and post mortem and ante mortem findings alone is at best a presumptive 
diagnosis. The positive diagnosis must await isolation of the virus by means 
of animal inoculation procedures in a specialized laboratory. It is often neces- 
sary to carry the inoculations through 3 or 4 mouse series passages before 
conclusive evidence is obtained. The time lapse for this procedure can be 30 days 
or more. 

When the lesions which indicated possible ornithosis infection were first 
discovered in the Oregon turkeys in November 1955, specimens of tissues were 
immediately sent to laboratories for diagnoses. It was not until March 8, 1956, 
that the first positive diagnosis of the existence of ornithosis in these turkeys was 
made. This was done when the Oregon State College was able to isolate the 
ornithosis virus. This particular diagnosis was made from tissues of turkeys 
which had died at the farm level. Subsequently laboratories from other 
institutions reported similar findings. 

The Oregon outbreak of ornithosis in late 1955, which carried over into 1956, 
is not an isolated instance in which the Inspection Branch of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, Poultry Division cooperated effectively in connection with this 
disease. The records indicate that ornithosis in domestic turkeys as a disease 
hazard in official plants, first came to the attention of this Branch in 1952 as 
a result of an outbreak in Giddings, Tex. The 1952 outbreak in Texas was 
followed by another in the same State in April 1954. There have. been other 
outbreaks in California, Iowa, Oregon, and other States. The Department’s 
records indicate that in every one of these outbreaks the Inspection Branch of 
the Agricultural Marketing Service, Poultry Division has cooperated to the fullest 
extent with public health, animal disease eradication, and other appropriate 
Officials at the National, State, and local levels. In connection with the ornithosis 
outbreaks in Texas 1954, one of the first actions of the Chief of the Inspection 
Branch, even though it was after business hours, was to notify a responsible 
official of the United States Public Health Service in Washington, D. C. The 
Poultry Inspection Branch has, through every means, sought to cooperate with 
and assist other interested governmental and private agencies in connection with 
disease-control eradication and research on ornithosis occurring in domestic 
poultry. 

The Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service, Poultry Division, 
is responsible for the inspection for wholesomeness of poultry and has no formal 
responsibility whatever in matters of investigation, diagnosis, treatment, and 
control of poultry and livestock or human diseases. The personnel of the In- 
spection Branch, in the course of assuring consumers a supply of wholesome 
poultry through their inspection activity, continually keep abreast of the latest 
research findings in poultry diseases of all kinds. They are always ready to 
cooperate to the fullest possible extent with any groups or individuals construc- 
tively engaged in attempting to control or eradicate any infectious disease of 
poultry. 

There is still much to learn about the disease ornithosis, particularly along 
the following lines: (1) Sources of infection through natural vectors; (2) mode 
of transmission from bird to bird; (3) an accurate diagnostic method other 
than animal inoculation to enable early positive and reliable diagnosis; (4) the 
development of an effective and dependable immunizing agent. 

Until this additional knowledge is obtained, real effective control measures 
ean hardly be inaugurated. In the meantime, both the Agricultural Marketing 
Service and the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agriculture, 
the United States Public Health Service, State livestock disease control agencies, 
and local health agencies are doing everything possible within the limits of their 
resources and authority to combat ornithosis and prevent its spread to man. 

No practical approach that is known has been overlooked in the effort made 
to get at the bottom of the problem of preventing this troublesome disease 
spreading from flock to flock and from poultry to man. It would be difficult 
to cite any case wherein any more prompt and exhaustive effort was made 
within the means at hand to cope with a disease in animals tranmissible to man. 
Natural characteristics of viruses and their way of life make them more difficult 
to study in certain respects than is the case with most forms of bacteria and 
other microorganisms. 
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The alerting of local responsible agencies’ personnel has in all serious cases, 
resulted in State authorities carrying out some form of quarantine measure 
and flock inspection. In connection with ornithosis outbreaks, the appropriate 
State officials, in the light of known scientific facts, have been conducting ante 
mortem inspection and control measures that could be applied at the mest 
effective level, which is the farm. 

The procedures for ante mortem inspections, which provide for coordination 
between State officials working at the farm level and Agricultural Marketing 
Service inspectors at the plant, were worked out after the Department’s ex- 
periences in handling ornithosis problems in 1954 in Texas. Similar procedures 
are now in use wherever inspectors suspect ornithosis, and after virus isolations 
have been made from diseased tissues. 


The Cuamman. If no one else is present who desires to be heard, 
the hearings are closed and the committee will adjourn. 

(Whereupon, the hearings were closed at 1:15 p. m.) 

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows:) 


STATEMENT FitEp By Hon. WALLAcE F. Bennerr, A Untrep States SENATOR 
From THE STATE or UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, there can be no question about the need for a compulsory 
inspection by the Department of Agriculture for poultry and poultry products. 
The failure of the last session of Congress to-enact. sueh legislation was a dis- 
appointment to the many groups which have taken an interest in this important 
facet of our public-health program, and I sincerely hope the 85th Congress will 
not disappoint them again. 

During recent years there has been tremendous expansion in the use of the 
voluntary poultry inspection services provided by the Department of Agricul- 
true. In 1951 only 145 plants made use of the Department’s service, while now 
there are twice that number. Per capita consumption of poultry has increased 
markedly in recent years, and production has increased more than twofold sinee 
the 1930's. But our inspection system has failed to keep pace with this growing 
importance of poultry as a human food. Our voluntary inspection system is not 
sufficient for an industry which is operating on a steadily increasing scale. 

The problem that arises with voluntary inspection is obvious—those most 
anxious to submit to voluntary inspection are usually the ones whose flocks are 
known to be without disease. Sometimes a poultryman will find that some of 
his birds are diseased and will hurry to dispose of his poultry before the disease 
beeomes generally apparent. 

Such conditions are not common, of course. The great majority of poultrymen 
take greatest care to protect their reputations by making sure that their. birds 
are free from disease and clean, and when disease is discovered the diseased 
birds are destroyed by burying or burning. But the occasional exceptions are 
of sufficient frequency to create a hazard to public health. 

The reputable poultry producers agree that compulsory inspection is desirable. 
Beyond its obvious effect of protecting the consumer, it also will increase public 
confidence in the purity of poultry and poultry products, thereby increasing 
consumption of poultry. 

With regard to the differences in the three bills now under consideration, 
I believe 8. 313 would come closest to meeting the needs of the industry. Unlike 
S. 1128, it does not specify which agency of the Department of Agriculture shall 
conduct the inspection. It seems to me that such a decision is best left to the 
discretion of the Secretary, who is charged with carrying out the purposes of 
the law in the most efficient manner. 

With respect to ante mortem inspection, there can be no question about the 
value of such a procedure, and S. 313 provides that the Secretary shall have dis- 
cretionary powers to set up such a program. Here, again, I believe we can trust 
the Secretary to exercise good judgment in establishing the nature and scope of 
such inspections. Some latitude is necessary to permit most effective use of 
personnel and minimum interference with plant operations. 

In this connection, it might be noted that this committee last year, after 
consideration of a similar bill, included the following language in its report: 

““It is the intent of the committee to allow the Secretary of Agricuiture 
administrative flexibility with respect to designating the particular agency, divi- 
sion, or branch of the Department whiclr will be responsible for the operation 
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of the Poultry Inspection Service. The committee feels that flexibility is a 
prerequisite to the maintenance of a continuous and exemplary program. At 
the same time, however, the committee feels that in order to achieve this objec- 
tive the responsibility for the program belongs in an area of related activities. 
The Secretary, therefore, should review the organizational structure of the 
Department looking toward the accomplishment of this purpose.” 

I urge the committee to report favorably on S. 313. 


FEBrRvuAry 27, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER : In connection with the hearings on the proposals for 
compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products now being held by your 
committee, I am forwarding the following observations of Mr. Louis R. Burke, 
chief, division of animal industry, department of agriculture, State of Colorado: 

“As these bills were presented last year, you will recall we objected very much 
to the provision which permitted the Secretary of Agriculture to not only regu- 
late poultry slaughtered for interstate commerce, but the bills also provided that 
the Secretary could delineate areas within the State and make the poultry sold 
in these areas subject to Federal regulation. Whether or not these poultry had 
moved inter- or intrastate, this provision appears to us to be an outright viola- 
tion of the sovereign rights of the individual States, and it would certainly 
jeopardize the living of the small producers in a State where they were cospon- 
soring poultry to an area designated by the Secretary. This will mean that 
these producers will have to pay for Federal inspection and obviously, the cost 
would be prohibited to a man with a small number of birds. It is our feeling 
that the Federal Government should request that poultry moving interstate be 
federally inspected and graded. ‘We have no objection to this part_of the bill; 
in fact, we heartily endorse it, but our people are most considerate over another 
act, Federal encroachment, when they move into an individual State and dictate 
the terms under which locally produced products are sold.” 

I note that the bill introduced by Senator Humphrey, 8S. 1128, would require 
consent of the local government before the Secretary of Agriculture could desig- 
nate the area as one which has such a large volume of poultry business as to 
affect interstate commerce therein, and thereby bring the area under the act. 
I know that you and your committee will consider this matter carefully. I only 
wish to urge that every precaution be taken to insure that the jurisdiction of 
local governments will be protected. It may well be that the Federal poultry 
inspection program should not interfere at all with the local inspection efforts. 

Your consideration of this matter and assistance in making this letter a part 
of the record of these hearings will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Gorpon ALLoTT, 
United States Senator. 


STATEMENT FILED By REUBEN JOHNSON, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
Services, NATIONAL FaRMERS UNION 


My name is Reuben Johnson. I am assistant coordinator of legislative services, 
National Farmers Union. National Farmers Union is an organization of ap- 
proximately 700,000 voting members. Our membership is made up of. operators 
of family-type farms. Their interest in poultry inspection legislation is two- 
sided in that they have an interest both as producers and as consumers. The 
views we shall present to the committee are fully consistent, we believe, with 
the interests of family farmers as producers, as consumers, or as both producers 
and consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not appear.as an expert witness on poultry diseases or 
on the scientific aspects of the legislation you are considering. I will state some 
of the practical considerations that we in National Farmers Union feel must 
be considered in any poultry-inspection legislation that is enacted into law. 
In this connection, we wish to commend the. chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry and the committee members who contributed to 
the hearings last year on the subject at hand. It seems largely the result of 
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growing sentiment in this committee and in Congress for a poultry-inspection 
law that the great majority of poultry processors now embrace the principle of 
mandatory Federal poultry inspection. We.also note that the Department of 
Agriculture has again this year spoken strongly for such a law. ro 

While most everyone from the producer through to the consumer recognizes 
the need for mandatory poultry-inspection legislation, or at least support the 
principle, there is strong sentiment from some quarters in the direction of 
‘placing the responsibility for clean poultry and poultry products primarily with 
the pou'try-processing industry. Fortunately for both producers and consumers, 
the sentiment in the committee and apparently in the Congress, has been toward 
the kind of poultry-inspection law that will Insure inspection of poultry and 
poultry products by Federal employees on the same or similar basis as inspec- 
tion of other meats by the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Research 
Service in the Department of Agriculture. 


PROTECT POULTRY MARKET 


Unless, the poultry-inspection law and the kind of program resulting from 
it have the full confidence of consumers and public health officials, the producer 
as well as the processor will see the growth of adverse market factors which 
may result in the ultimate loss of consumer confidence in wholesomeness of 
product. Consumer psychology can work in odd ways. This leads us to the 
conclusion that if we are not going to have a mandatory poultry-inspeetion law 
that is aeceptable to the consumer and to public health officials generally, we 
would have been better off never to have brought it up at all. However, now 
that the matter has been brought up, it ought to be settled and settled at the 
earliest possible time. 

PRICE SPREAD 


We believe that the cost of mandatory poultry inspection should be borne by 
the Federal Government. We take this position because we do not want to add 
to the spread between the prices received by farmers and the prices paid by 
consumers. This spread is already too large. This is especially important to 
small poultry processing plants which, if required to pay the cost of Federal 
inspection, might be caught in a competitive situation and forced out of business. 


ANTE AND POST MORTEM INSPECTION 


We are also convinced that the legislation must include adequate ante 
mortem as well as adequate post mortem inspection. We are concerned over 
statements of witnesses in which reference has been made to poultry diseases 
communicable to man that can be detected only through ante mortem inspection. 
In this connection, we do not believe that bird-by-bird ante mortem inspection is 
required, nor that inspectors would be needed to inspect on farms all of the 
poultry marketed in the United States. We do feel, however, that the ante 
mortem inspection should be mandatory and that the details as to how the 
inspection is to be carried out should be left to the veterinary inspection. In 
other words, we do not feel that ante mortem inspection should be left to the 
diseretion of the Department of Agriculture, but we do want to leave to their 
discretion the means and details as to how ante mortem inspection is made. 

The Department of Agriculture recognizes in the regulations laid down for its 
voluntary poultry inspection program that ante mortem inspection is practical. 
Instruction H. 918 (PY) ante mortem—1 states: 

“While it is not practical to handle and examine each live bird prior to slaugh- 
ter, it is entirely possible to visibly examine daily each battery of birds in the 
plant.” 

ADMINISTERING AND INSPECTING AGENCY 


Normally, Congress assigns an administrative function to the Cabinet official 
involved and leaves to him the decision as to which part or parts of his agency 
or department is to be assigned the function. However, the legislative and in- 
stitutional history of the administration of poultry-inspection legislation makes 
it necessary for us to recommend a departure from this pattern and to state our 
views as to the designation of the administering office in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

It seems to us that the most logical location for this work within the De- 
partment of Agriculture is the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural 
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Research Service. It is clear that poultry inspection is logically associated with 
red-meat inspection, Moreover, the Agricultural Research Service conducts 
scientific research on animal diseases, on food quality, and on other sanitation 
problems. It is also the mandatory food inspection service. 

The Agricultural Research Service has an excellent record in the administer- 
ing of the Meat Inspection Act. The Agricultural Marketing Service has done 


gocd work in the field of sales promotion... While both offices are necessary,:-they. 
differ greatly. From the practical point of view, we feel that poultry inspection . 


should be administered by the office whose primary function for 50 years has been 
meat inspection. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


With respect to the effective data, Mr. Chairman, we feel that the poultry 
inspection law should not become effective until July 1, 1958, assuming that 
Congress will enact a law prior to that date this year. 


DESIGNATED AREAS 


Most of the legislation introduced provides that the Secretary of Agriculture 
may bring certain areas of intrastate commerce under the Federal Poultry In- 
spection Act. Consideration is given hereby to areas of large population in 
which interstate and intrastate poultry become so intermingled that to deny 
intrastate poultry Federal inspection would be discriminatory, in effect. We 
support the view. However, we do not feel that the intrastate commerce of an 
area should be forced into the Federal poultry-inspection program against its 
wishes and against the wishes of the governing body. For this reason, we believe 
that the legislation you approve should allow the Secretary of Agriculture to 
designate an area for Federal poultry inspection only upon the consent and 
approval of the governing body of the area concerned. 

There is one other point that should be made in this connection, Mr. Chairman. 
The legislation finally approved should not permit by Federal designation of 
intrastate areas the lowering of already existing standards of local or State 
poultry inspection programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I have intentionally avoided the mention of specific bills. I 
have tried to cover the more important provisions of any poultry inspection laws 
which we in National Farmers Union strongly feel would strengthen and make 
more effective and workable a mandatory Federal poultry-inspection program. 


We appreciate the privilege of appearing before the committee and presenting 
our views. 


NATIONAL CoUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., February 26, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Committee on Agricultural and Forestry 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeEAR Mr. CHATRMAN: On behalf of our member associations which are mar- 
keting farmers’ poultry and poultry products, we favor legislation authorizing a 
practical and workable compulsory poultry-inspection service. 

We believe the Secretary of Agriculture should be authorized and directed 
to make appropriate inspection of poultry and poultry products moving in inter- 
state commerce; and of the facilities for processing and handling in the mar- 
kets; and when occasion requires, ante mortem inspections, and metropolitan 
inspections where both intrastate and interstate shipments are received. 

We believe also that ponltry raised by poultry producers and sold directly to 
household consumers should be exempt from post mortem inspection. 

Discretion should be left with the Secretary as to which agency in the De- 
partment of Agriculture would have the responsibility, but the service should 
be separate from other meat inspection service in the Department, with the 
procedures especially adapted to the poultry industry, based on experience of 
both the Department and producers with the voluntary inspection service which 
has been carried out for a number of Years. 

We believe the inspection should be wholly at public expense in order to com- 
pletely protect the integrity of the inspection service in the public interest. 

We believe approximately 18 months should be allowed to expand and perfect 
the inspection service and to give the industry time to prepare for compulsory 
inspection ;.but that in the meantime poultry processors already having inspec- 
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tion service and those becoming ready for inspection service be allowed to par- 


ticipate in and utilize the inspection as fast as the expanding service can serve 
them. 


We will be pleased if this letter can be included in the record of the hearings 
of February 27 and 28, 1957. 


Sincerely yours, 
JoHN J. Ricere, Secretary. 





STATEMENT FiLep sy Dr. Mack I. SHANHOLTz, SECRETARY-TREASURER, ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS, RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have been directed by the 
Association of State and Territorial Health Officers to transmit the following 
prepared statement to your committee in support of the Senate bill No. 1128. 

Because of our concern with the public health aspects of poultry inspection, 
we feel that Senate bill No. 1128 fulfills the need better than other bills currently 
under consideration. Certain essential provisions are necessary for an accepta- 
ble inspection service. 

Ante mortem slaughter inspection is necessary in detecting certain diseases 
in poultry and for protection of persons employed in the industry. This must 
be provided for in any good inspection program. 

Post mortem inspection, or afterslaughter inspection, must provide for carcass- 
by-carcass inspection. Any other procedure would be inadequate in ascertaining 
the degree of wholesomeness. Reasonable provisions must be provided for the 
enforcement of regulations on a fair and impartial basis. Pmployees conduct- 
ing the inspection program in order to insure the integrity of such a program 
must have civil service or merit system status as employees of the agency con- 
ducting the inspection. 

It is our belief that the meat inspection branch of the agriculture research 
service has done an excellent job administering the red-meat inspection program 
and would do an equally fine job in administering a poultry inspection program 
for the protection of the consumer, poultry producers, and poultry workers as 
a whole. 

Poultry should be eviscerated immediately after slaughter in order to exclude 
contamination of the edible portions with intestinal material. Sanitary stand- 
ards should be carefully provided for throughout the entire slaughtering pro- 
cedure. Accurate records should be maintained and made available to the 
enforcing agency. Careful attention should be paid to the labeling of poultry, 
as the public depends on factual information of labels on their food products. 

All of the foregoing items are best provided for in Senate bill No. 1128 and 
the authority of the enforcing agency to assume responsibility in intrastate 
poultry commerce is restricted to those times when it is invited to do so by the 
local governing body. 

In general, Senate bill No. 1128 is the most constructive legislation providing 
for effective poultry inspection currently being considered in Congress. 





THe Crry or New York, 
New York, N. Y., February 27, 1957. 
Mr. JaMes M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DreAR Mr. KenpDALL: This is in reply to your telegram of February 21, 1957, 
requesting appearance before your committee or a statement with respect to 
compulsory poultry inspection legislation. 

Approximately 350 million pounds of dressed poultry is received in the city 
of New York annually. About half of this is eviscerated under voluntary Federal 
inspection or under supervision of state and local inspection services approved 
by the board of health of this city in conformity with the requirements of the 
sanitary code of this city for ante and post mortem inspection. 

It is not practical for this department to maintain supervision of some 60 
plants which operate under “approved” inspection services in widely scattered 
‘cities and towns in various States. However, spot checks have been made which 
‘disclosed deplorable conditions in some plants, no veterinarian in attendance 
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during evisceration at others, and other unsatisfactory conditions despite cer- 
tification by local agencies that the required standards are met. We have 
observed a lack of uniformity in standards indicating an obvious need of a 
central program which has proven so effective in Federal red-meat inspection. 

We have reviewed a nuinber of bills which are now before the Congress which 
aim to regulate poultry inspection and are impressed with the provisions of 
S. 1128 with the following reservation. 

We believe that this law should concern itself with the movement of poultry 
in interstate commerce and not empower the Secretary of Agriculture to desig- 
nate any city or area with its consent or without, to be especially affected by 
the law. 

Each city or area may, as we do, have its individual problems which can best be 
dealt with by local administration. 

We urge the passage of this bill (S. 1128) amended by deletion of Section 4 
which would give to the poultry industry and poultry consumers benefits simi- 
lar to those of the Federal Meat Inspection Act which after 50 years of its 
experience has shown it to be a most valuable legislative achievement. 

Very truly yours, 
LEONA BAUMGARTNER, M, D., 
Commissioner of Health. 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Louisville, Ky., February 21, 1957. 
Hon. JoHN SHERMAN COOPER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR Cooper: As director of enforcement of food and food sani- 
tation laws in the State department of health for a number of years, I have 
been very much interested in the supervision of the dressing of poultry to protect 
the consumer from insanitary conditions and diseased birds. 

In 1952 there occurred throughout the United States a number of epidemics 
due to diseased turkeys which came from plants under the voluntary Federal 
poultry inspection service of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Federal 
Department of Agriculture. These epidemics sparked the program in Congress 
for the passage of a Federal law requiring an inspection service for poultry 
dressing plants patterned after that of our Federal meat inspection in the 
Department of Agriculture and supervised in the Agricultural Research Service 
of the Federal Department of Agriculture. 

Recently, in Kentucky at least, we have had again a number of epidemics in 
school lunchrooms which could be traced in part to diseased condition in tur- 
keys shipped in interstate commerce from plants under the voluntary poultry 
inspection of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Federal Department of 
Agriculture. 

It is my information that S. 1128 has been introduced into the Senate and 
provides for official Government inspection service within the Agricultural Re- 
search Service of the Department of Agriculture which now has the responsi- 
bility for carrying on the inspection for wholesomeness of meat and meat prod- 
ucts under the Federal Meat Inspection Act. I understand that on Wednesday 
the 27th and Thursday the 28th there will be a hearing on all of the Senate 
bills on this same subject before the Agricultural Committee of the Senate. 

I do want you to know that, as a State official as well as a member of the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, I urge that you 
give your support to the poultry inspection bill which provides for inspection 
service under the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Very truly yours, 
Saran VY. DvuGAN 
. Mrs. F. C. Dugan, 
Director, Diviston of Foods and Drugs. 
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AMERICAN NURSES’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., February 27, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. e 


Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: Thank you for granting the American Nurses’ Asso- 
ciation this opportunity to record its views on pending legislation to provide for 
compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 

The American Nurses’ Association is the national organization of registered 
professional nurses with over 180,000 members in 54 constituent State and 
Territorial associations. This organization believes that it is imperative that 
Congress immediately enact legislation to provide for mandatory inspection of 
poultry and of the plants where poultry is processed. Such mandatory inspec- 
tion is essential for the protection of consumers and of those who handle poultry. 

We believe the legislation should provide for reasonable methods of ante 
mortem inspection in order that diseases may be detected which can more easily 
be identified in live fowl. Adequate inspection of the live birds would protect 
not only the consumer, but would eliminate a major industrial hazard for the 
poultry worker. 

We urge that the legislation provide for mandatory inspection of each carcass 
in order to insure the best possible protection of the consumer. For the protec- 
tion of both the consumer and the worker, sanitary conditions should be main- 
tained in processing plants. 

In order that the legislation can be effectively administered in the public 
interest, it must provide for the integrity of the inspection and labeling process. 
This can be best accomplished when the inspectors are employed by and respon- 
sible only to the Government agency which administers the program. 

S. 1128, introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey, for himself and others, 
includes the provisions essential to adequate protection of the public health. 
We urge favorable consideration of this bill by your committee. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Eta Best, R. N. Eeecutive Secretary. 


STATEMENT FirLep sy EvizAsetu S. MaGree, GENERAL SECRETARY, NATIONAL CON- 
SUMERS’ LEAGUE, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


When bills for compulsory inspection of poultry were before the Congress last 
year, it came as a surprise to most people that, in spite of our pure food laws, 
there is no sure and effective inspection of poultry shipped across State lines, 
and that serious health hazards exist, both for consumers and for workers in 
processing plants, which could be prevented by proper inspection. Protection 
of food supply is an elementary part of public health which citizens have a right 
to expect from their Government. 

We believe that the testimony presented at the hearings during the last session 
revealed a situation which demands correction. Inspection should be strict 
and complete; we therefore wish to endorse S. 1128, as providing the most effec- 
tive safeguards for the public and the workers. 

May we point out the importance of having inspectors who are Government 
employees and not on the payroll of any employer. S. 1128 makes this clear, 
whereas the other bills before you provide for inspectors who are “authorized 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect poultry products.” This would permit 
a company’s employees to do the inspection, which would be a dangerous practice. 

Among the shocking revelations in last year’s hearings was the fact that the 
inspection conducted by the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing 
Administration were on a voluntary basis, and conducted only in establishments 
which apply for them and pay inspection fees to cover costs. This is one of the 
situations which demands correction. Therefore, we strongly favor the provi- 
sion in S. 1128 which specifies the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural 
Research Service as the agency responsible. This agency has had long experience 
in similar work, and we believe would be best qualified to carry out the purposes 
of the bill. 

It was obvious in the testimony presented last year that a small fraction of 
the establishments were responsible for the hazards and therefore for the bad 
reputation given to the industry as a whole. Without inspection mandatory on 
all, such bad conditions are bound to continue. 

We sincerely hope that your committee will give its endorsement to S. 1128. 
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, 
Washington, D. C., February 27, 1957. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr. 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: Oa behalf of the social studies and the legislative 
program committees of the American Association of University Women, we urge 
the Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee to report favorably a bill estab- 
lishing an effective Federal poultry inspection system. Such legislation, we be- 
lieve, is long overdue. 

The American Association of University Women is nationwide in its makeup. 
Its 140,000 members are active in 1,367 branches in the 48 States, the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam. 

The AAUW has maintained an active interest in consumer problems and in 
Federal legislation designed to protect the consumer for many years. A corollary 
activity is a legislative program which promotes the goals recommended by 
study groups. At its most recent convention held in June 1955, in Los Angeles, 
the association reaffirmed its long-standing interest in legislation to protect the 
consumer by resolving to support: 

“Measures in the interest of the consumer: * * * (b) Protection against 
injurious products.” 

Federal legislation which would prohibit the movement in interstate and foreign 
commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry 
clearly falls within this mandate from our convention. 

In supporting this legislation we believe that inspection of poultry is just as 
essential to consumer protection as meat inspection. Inspection provided for in 
a bill should operate to protect the buyer of poultry against diseases common to 
man and poultry, and diseases due to insanitary handling. We believe ante- 
mortem and post mortem inspection to be the most effective means of establishing 
safeguards against those diseases. 

The association does not take any stand as to which agency of Government 
should be charged with authority to carry out and enforce the law. But as part 
of our continuing interest in effective Government and in economy in Govern- 
ment, we favor having inspection carried out by the agency whose personnel 
and experience together would provide the most efficient administration. 

As chairmen of the AAUW social studies and legislative committees, we 
earnestly urge favorable committee action on this legislation to establish a 
Federal poultry inspection system. We also urge speedy Senate approval of 
this bill, which would bring new and much needed protection both to the workers 
who handle poultry and to the citizens who consume it. 

Sincerely, 
Dr. JANET L. MACDONALD, 
Chairman, Social Studies Committee. 
ISABEL H. KIDENEY 
Mrs. James W. Kideney, 
Chairman, Legislative Program Committee. 


PortLAND, OreG., February 28, 1957. 
JAMES M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Wish to reaffirm my approval of recommendation made by State and Terri- 
torial health officers that compulsory poultry inspection is necessary for pro- 
tection of the health and welfare of the population of the United States. Feel 
Senate bill 1128, submitted by Senator Humphrey, et al. is a bill of preference, 
as Senate bills 313 and 645 do not provide for eective mandatory poultry inspec- 
tion. Recent outbreaks of ornithosis in Oregon turkeys and increasing reports 
of food poisoning in the State from poultry products support our contention in 
this matter. 

Haro_p M. Bricxson, M. D. 
State Health Officer. 
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Kansas Crry, Mo., February.21, 1957. 
James M, KeNpALL, 


Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Retel. Submit the following statement concerning proposed legislation on 
compulsory inspection now being conducted by your select committee. Interest 
of (1) the consuming public, (2) poultry husbandmen, and (3) processors of 
poultry can best be served by adequate compulsory poultry-inspection legislation. 
Consumers must be assured wholesomeness in prepared (slaughtered and drawn) 
poultry. Husbandmen will experienee increase demands as will processors, by 
establismentment of consumer confidence in proper inspection to assure healthy 
birds slaughtered in sanitary plants. The Meat Inspection Branch, Agricul- 
tural Research Service, USDA, has over 50 years of invaluable experience as a 
consumer protective organization. Wisdom of acquiring the services of this 
experienced group made up of trained veterinarians who are best qualified to 
judge health status of all meat producing animals and birds, and who have 
earned confidence of consuming public, is unquestionably sound. 


Ropert L. ANDRES, 
Editor, Veterinary Medicine, 


Santa Fr, N. Mex., February 27, 1957. 
JamMeES M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


This department urges passage of S. 1128, requiring compulsory inspection of 
poultry and poultry products. S. 1128 provides for ante mortem and post 
mortem inspection of poultry shipped interstate, and prohibits shipment of un- 
eviscerated poultry. We consider these provisions esential for the prevention of 
food poisoning in humans caused by unwholesome poultry products. We also 
urge that the poultry-inspection program be carried out by the same agency in 
the USDA now responsible for the Federal meat-inspection program. 


Dr. StaNiey J. LELAND, 
Director, New Mewico Department of Public Health, 


Bismarck, N. Dak., February 22, 1957. 
Senator WiLLIAM LANGER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


As a matter of record, the poultry industry of North Dakota favors vesting 
the authority of mandatory poultry inspection in the Department of Agriculture. 


B. J. DuKE, 
Eeecutive Secretary, North Dakota Poultry Improvement Board, 


STATEMENT FILED BY THE NATIONAL BOARD OF THE YOUNG WOMEN’S CHRISTIAN 
ASSOCIATION 


The Young Women’s Christian Association, a membership organization of 
women and girls who are housewives and mothers, schoolgirls, business girls, 
and workers in industry, has long had an interest in laws that provide needed 
protection for consumers. At its triennial national convention in 1955 the 
YWCA voted to continue to support “the protection of consumers through such 
measures as food and drug regulation and inspection and measures to maintain 
quality standards.” 

The national board of.the YWCA is particularly concerned over conditions 
that prevail in some part of the poultry industry. We have read with alarm 
the Public Health Service statement that an average of one-third of the reported 
cases of food poisoning are traced to poultry or poultry dishes; that some 26 
diseases are transmissible from poultry to man; and that illnesses, and even 
fatalities, have actually occurred which are traceable to diseased poultry. 

We urge, therefore, that your committee recommend legislation which will 
protect consumers, as well as workers in processing plants, from diseased or 
unwholesome poultry. This can be brought about effectively only by requiring 








re RRNA ST ENR REN PIO 


" =a - 


Egon NBER RT nT A OE? | ROMER! 


apie ows 


aba GCA IES OL 


bales mine ae 


e+ SDSS ISAO TEED Seno Zi 


spt aig asa inaa aac cir ae NS TE IE 





212 


Federal compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. We support 
the passage of such legislation, a precedent for which is the Federal Meat’ In- 
spection Act that requires eompulsory inspection of red meats. 

We also urge that any legislation recommended by your committee contain 
the following points: 

1. Provision for ante mortem inspection or before-slaughter inspection, but 
not necessarily bird-by-bird inspection. 

2. Provision for post mortem carcass-by-carcass inspection. 

8. Enforcement provisions which will be sufficiently flexible to allow for dis- 
cretion in serving the best interests of the public, but which will fix responsibility 
for violations firmly on the violator, whether committed knowingly or not. 

4. Provision that inspectors of poultry shall be Federal employees. 

5. Provision that local or State areas which have an inspection program of 
equal or higher standards than the Federal one shall not be eliminated by virtue 
of being designated an area affecting interstate commerce to such an extent that 
it is subject to Federal control. 

6. Provision for the maximum in sanitary conditions and safety in processing 
and shipping poultry. 

7. Provision for factual and informative labeling of inspected poultry. 
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EuGENE, OREG. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Hearings are presently being held on a mandatory poultry-inspection bill. 
Several bills have been introduced, the best of which is S. 1128, introduced by 
Senator Humphrey. Al! public health and consumers groups are joining with you 
in support of the Humphrey bill. We strongly urge you to support the Humphrey 
bill when it comes before the Senate in the near future. You can rest assured 
that labor is 100 percent behind you. 

Fraternally yours, 
E. J. CRAIGHILL, 
Legislative Representative, Local 419, Rugene, Oreg. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
DivisION OF ANIMAL AND Datry INDUSTRIES, 
Richmond, Va., March 15, 1957. 
Mr. James M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. KENDALL: I wish to extend my apology to the committee for not 
placing the statement of the United States Livestock Sanitary Association on 
the various poultry-inspection bills now before the committee. My failure to do 
this was due to illness. 

I have read carefully the statement made before the committee, and filed with 
the committee, by Dr. Oscar Sussman on behalf of the Association of State 
Publie Health Veterinarians. This statement of Dr. Sussman’s states fully and 
eoncisely the opinions and position of the United States Livestock Sanitary 
Association and, for the sake of brevity, we are happy to endorse it. 

S. 1128, introduced by Mr. Humphrey, is in accord with the position taken 
by the United States Livestock Sanitary Association, and we are pleased to 
fully endorse this bill. 

Yours very truly, 
W. L. Benprx, D. V. M., 
Director-State Veterinarian. 
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